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Summary 
Mentoring is often discussed as a means to increase desirable behavior and decrease undesirable behavior (Eby 
et al. 2008). Mentoring can also serve as a forum for personal learning (Kram, 1996). Workplace mentoring 
occurs in an organizational setting and the purpose is the personal and the professional growth of the protégé 
(Kram, 1985). Scandura and Lankau (2002) believe that mentors may be a unique resource for the types of 
personal learning required of employees in today‟s complex and rapidly changing organizational environment. 
The objective of work place mentoring is longer term career development and behavioral change (Eby et al. 
2008; Passmore, 2007). This study builds on the conclusions and suggestions of Schlosser & McNaughton 
(2007). They suggest to study the influence of mentoring on employee learning orientation and the 
performance of market orientation behaviors.  
In management science market orientation is used to describe the concept of customer centricity. Market 
orientation is the central element of the management philosophy based on the marketing concept (Drucker, 
1954; Levitt, 1960) and is presumed to contribute to long-term profitability (Deshpandé and Farley, 2004).  
This study describes the management problem, defines mentoring and introduces and conceptualizes market 
orientation according market intelligence generation, dissemination and responsiveness. 
Whether or not the construct of a market orientation is equivalent to culture (Narver and Slater, 1990) or a set 
of behaviors (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990) is subject of debate (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Narver et al. 1998). 
For this thesis the approach of Homburg and Pflesser (2000) has been chosen. They distinguish two 
complementary perspectives on market orientation: behavioral and cultural. A literature survey identifies 
aspects which influence employee behavior, such as: shared basic values, norms, artifacts and rituals; and 
learning orientation. These influences are taken into account in the conceptual model. The research question is 
postulated as: What is the effect of mentoring, shared values, norms, artifacts and learning orientation on the 
performance of market oriented behaviors?  
The performance of market oriented behaviors is measured following Cadogan et al. (2008). They identified 
speed, information dissemination and speed of response as elements of high quality market orientation 
behaviors. Figure 0.1 shows the corresponding conceptual model. 
 
                   
Figure 0.1: Conceptual model with 4 hypotheses explaining the effect of change on market oriented behaviors. 
 
To test the conceptual model, a questionnaire was distributed among 3 entities of Philips Corporate Technology. 
Philips Corporate Technology was selected, based on the criteria of Kennedy et al. (2003): (1) a strong 
commitment to a market orientation, (2) are at a relatively rudimentary level of market orientation, (3) 
incorporated diverse organizational processes, (4) give wide access to organizational activities, data and 
personnel. In line with Shah et al. (2006), within the selected company groups, there is a sense of urgency and 
a compelling strategic rationale for market orientation.  
The total questionnaire comprises 39 valid questions, which were measured on a 5 point Likert type resons 
format. The survey group comprised in total 75 persons, of which 52 persons responded (69%). From these 52 
respondents, 58% is working in a sales (management) environment and 42% in a technological or research 
(management) environment. From the latter group it is known that the respondents have regular customer 
contacts. 
 
H1 
H2 
H3 
H4 
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The conceptual model was tested using SPSS Version 18.0 and SmartPLS (partial least squares), which is a 
structural equation modeling (SEM) technique, to estimate the model. Results are presented in table 0.1.  
Table 0.1: Results of the estimated model.  
Based on the low t-value and the negative path coefficient this study seem to indicate no significant relation 
between mentoring and market oriented behaviors as well as not between mentoring and learning orientation. 
The latter is an interesting conclusion as it does not support Kram and Hall‟s (1996) assertion that mentors are 
a valuable resource for learning organizations. The results of this study also do not follow a study performed by 
Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) which showed a significant, although moderate relationship between the 
learning orientation of individuals and their market oriented behaviors. Santos-Vijande et al. (2005) reported a 
positive relation between learning orientation and market orientation. One of the main issues of this study is 
that the results between learning orientation and market orientation as found by Schlosser & McNaughton 
(2007) and Santos-Vijande (2005) could not be reproduced. The limited amount of respondents (52) justifies 
further investigation. Also the used questions need further investigation, as Cronbach alpha did not reach the 
minimum level of 0.7 for all used scales. Extending the study among more different groups/companies with 
improved questions seems warranted. A statistical reason for not measuring a relation between learning 
orientation and market oriented behaviors are low R.sq. values, running into limitations of SmartPLS 2.0. 
Overall unidimensionality of the used scales could not be achieved. The scales used for measuring market 
oriented behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts are overlapping. To determine which questions 
from theses scales correlate, a correlation analysis of the variables which are used to measure market oriented 
behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts is performed. This analysis resulted in removal of several 
questions from the original questionnaire. 
Results of a factor analysis gives new insight in measuring market oriented behaviors. Based on few 
respondents (52), a possible reason that the concept of market orientation is difficult to measure is that the 
used concepts influence each other (Matsuno et al. 2005). Based on this insight a different combination of 
concepts might need to be chosen.   
 
For practitioners it is important that organization-wide involvement in market oriented behaviors is fundamental 
to market orientation. For example, market oriented intelligence generation activities should not be the 
exclusive responsibility of the marketing departments, but should be a concern for the whole organization. 
Company-wide responsibility for customer information generation activities also allows departments other than 
marketing to understand the purchase motivations of customers, form bonds with them, assess their needs and 
develop new business with them. Organization-wide dissemination of information is also critical, allowing the 
development of a broad appreciation of the information collected (Slater and Narver, 1995), resulting in a 
shared basis for concerted actions by different departments and the coordination of people and departments to 
facilitate the attainment of overall organizational goals (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). Organizations with a 
market-driven culture focus on market intelligence generation and thereby constantly improve and update 
organizational wide learning values and skills that ultimately create more value for customers (Liu et al. 2002). 
Although market orientation is a construct that is difficult to operationalize and measure, the persisting 
challenge for business is that, even if there is a (strategic) necessity, corresponding behavior does not 
necessarily take place (Matsuno et al. 2005). To develop a market orientation strategy, firms must convince 
employees to “buy into” the concept of market orientation (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). Adopting a market 
orientation comprises both the institutionalization of market oriented behaviors and processes, as well as 
changing the organization‟s prevailing system of beliefs and assumptions (Chesbrough and Garman, 2009). 
  
 Coefficient T-value  Conclusion 
H1: Mentoring -> Market Oriented Behaviors -0.109 0.472  H1 not supported 
H2: Mentoring -> Learning Orientation 0.353 0.986  H2 not supported 
H3: Shared values, norms, artifacts->market oriented  
     behaviors 
0.535 2.817  H3 supported 
H4: learning orientation-> market oriented behaviors 0.137 0.777  H4 not supported 
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1. Introduction. 
 
A fundamental requirement for companies who want to grow profitably, is an integrated and customer centric 
culture. A customer centric culture means aligning the activities and resources of an organization to effectively 
search for and respond to the ever-changing needs of the customer, while building mutually beneficial 
relationships (Shah et al. 2006). 
The concept of market orientation and customer centricity and its benefits have been discussed for many years. 
Many publication can be found on this topic. Despite this fact many firms are still struggling to fully align 
themselves to the customer centric paradigm (Shah et al. 2006).  
Market orientation is the central element of the management philosophy based on the marketing concept 
(Drucker, 1954; Levitt, 1960) and is presumed to contribute to long-term profitability (Deshpandé and Farley, 
2004). The marketing concept holds that the key to organizational success is through the determination and 
satisfaction of the needs, wants and aspirations of target markets. These must be pursued more effectively and 
efficiently than by competitors. In other words the marketing concept states that if a business is to achieve 
profitability, the entire organization must be oriented towards satisfying customers‟ needs, wants and 
aspirations (Blankson et al. 2006). Market- or Customer orientation* is a set of beliefs that customer needs and 
satisfaction are the priority of an organization (Deshpandé et al. 2000). It focuses on dynamic interactions 
between the organization and customers as well as competitors in the market and its internal stakeholders. 
Market oriented firms seek to understand customers‟ expressed and latent needs and develop superior solutions 
to those needs (Slater and Narver, 1999). A firm‟s market orientation builds upon three dimensions: the 
organization wide acquisition, dissemination and coordination of market intelligence (Jaworski and Kohli, 1993).  
A market oriented culture is supported by the attitude and actions of the organization‟s employees. A firm 
cannot develop a market orientation strategy without each employee‟s active understanding, willingness and 
ability to perform in a market oriented fashion. 
A firm‟s market orientation depends upon obligations of market-oriented behaviors shared by management and 
its employees. Employees acquire information about customers and competitors and share it with others within 
the same firm. Thus it is important to understand individual and interpersonal variables that enhance the 
exchange of knowledge within the organization (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). 
 
A proactive market orientation encompasses changes in both organizational culture and behaviors and 
processes (Narver et al. 2004). Unless a certain attitude towards marketing orientation exists, behavioral 
initiatives will never emerge, or will not be effective (Beverland & Greenland, 2007) 
Empirical evidence demonstrates that firms displaying market-oriented activity typically outperform their less 
market oriented rivals on a wide variety of performance indicators (Cadogan et al. 2008). 
According Narver, Slater and Tietje (1998), the logical next question is how a business can best create and 
increase a market orientation, given the substantial evidence suggesting a positive relationship between market 
orientation and company performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Deshpandé et al. treat customer orientation and market orientation as interchangeable concepts. This is also 
followed in this study.  
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Although often assessed at an organizational level, few researchers consider the actions of individual 
employees, or attempt to understand the social-psychological drivers of market orientation within a firm (Jones 
et al. 2003). 
At organizational level, researchers relate market orientation to learning orientation, to channel relationships 
and to interfunctional differences (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). 
Learning orientation is a set of organizational values that define the ability to create, disseminate and utilize 
knowledge. Learning can be considered as a process whereby members in an organization are stimulated to 
continually strive for new approaches and acquire, as well as share, knowledge consequential to interactions 
with environments (Liu et al. 2002). Lifelong learning affects continual changes in employees‟ attitudes and 
values (Drucker, 1954).  
The learning orientation of an individual (also referred to as “learning agility”) is characterized by developing 
new skills and mastering new situations (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). 
 
This thesis builds upon the conclusions und directions for further investigation of Kennedy et al. (2003), 
Schlosser & McNaughton (2007): 
 Kennedy et al. (2003) investigated the transformation of an organization to a market oriented 
organization. The results of their study contribute to the theory of customer orientation, they cannot 
assess the generalizability of the contributions without cross-sectional research that assesses the 
relationships between the practices and outcomes which were identified. 
 
 Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) suggest as further research to study the influence of mentoring on 
employee learning orientation and the performance of market orientation behaviors. 
 
Based on the preceding discussion the following central research question is postulated: 
 
What is the effect of mentoring on the performance of market oriented behaviors? 
Following questions need to be answered first before a relation between mentoring (coaching) and the 
performance of market orientation behaviors can be determined: 
1. What constitutes mentoring or coaching of individuals? 
2. Which aspects play a role (in the performance) of market orientation behaviors? 
 
Objective of this masterthesis is to study behavioral aspects of individuals within an organization especially 
focussing on expressions of behavior rather than explaining how or where this behavior comes from.   
Based on the literature survey (chapter 2) relations are extracted and a conceptual model is defined. 
This conceptual model will be tested performing a survey among pre-selected companies. 
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2.  Literature study. 
 
2.1. What constitutes mentoring and coaching? 
As globalization leads to more intense competition, organizations need to continue to recruit, develop and 
deploy the best people in order to stay ahead and survive. Organizations have turned to coaching and 
mentoring to help develop their people, deepen their talent pool and enhance their organizational learning 
capability (Law et al., 2007). 
 
The distinction between coaching and mentoring is a difficult one to draw. Most frequently the distinction has 
focused on the objective. In coaching the objective is skills development and performance enhancement. In 
mentoring the objective is longer term career development (Passmore, 2007). 
 
The objective of section 2.1.1. and 2.1.2 is to provide an introduction of for this study relevant aspects of 
mentoring and coaching as well as some background information.  
 
2.1.1. Mentoring. 
 
The majority of mentoring research has concentrated on three different focal points, mentoring of youth, 
student-faculty mentoring relationships, and mentoring within the workplace (Eby & Allen, 2007). From the 
above mentioned three focal points, only mentoring within the workplace is considered relevant for this study. 
Workplace mentoring occurs in an organizational setting and the purpose is the personal and the professional 
growth of the protégé (Kram, 1985). 
 
The concept of mentoring dates back to Homer‟s Odessy and is discussed in many other literary works. Mentor 
who was entrusted to educate Telemachus, the son of his friend Odysseus. Social Exchange theory has been 
considered to be one foundation for understanding modern days mentoring (Orlando et al., 2008). According to 
the social exchange theory (Homans, 1958), people measure the worth of relationships by how much they 
receive from their partners. As the benefits of the relationships increase, they are more likely to protect their 
investments.  
The social exchange theory originally focused on explaining relationships between individuals. Later studies 
showed that the theory plays an important role in explaining the relation between the organization and its 
employees (Orlando et al., 2008). Based on the social exchange perspective mentoring is defined as a 
reciprocal exchange relationship between a mentor and a protégé (Young and Perrewe, 2004).  
In a mentorship, a protégé may perceive material benefits from career mentoring. The employee sees these 
benefits as an investment in the organization and does not want to sacrifice these benefits (Payne and 
Huffman, 2005).  
Recognizing the important role of mentoring in organizations, it seems reasonable to consider how mentoring 
can be used more effectively in today‟s organizations that are characterized by less job security and increased 
lateral relationships among employees (Eby, 1997). 
The important role that mentoring can play in adult development is supported by several influential studies in 
the late 1970s and early 1980s. Kram‟s (1985) pioneering qualitative study of 18 mentor-protégé dyads was 
the first in-depth study of mentoring in the workplace in which Kram delineated several key aspects of 
mentoring relationships such as the functions of mentoring, phases of mentoring relationships, and complexities 
of cross-gender relationships.  
Mentoring is defined here as a reciprocal learning relationship characterized by trust, respect and commitment 
in which a mentor supports the professional and personal development of another (protégé) by sharing his or 
her life experiences, influence and expertise. Many authors divide the role of mentor into four subsidiary roles: 
sponsor, coach, role model and counselor (Zellers, Howard, Barcic, 2008).  
Kram (1985) delineated two categories of functions served by mentors for their protégés: career functions and 
psychosocial functions (Chao, 1997). Career functions include those aspects of the mentoring relationship that 
prepared the protégé for career advancement; psychosocial functions enhance the protege‟s sense of 
competence, identity and work-role effectiveness (Noe, 1988). The sponsor and coach role are career oriented 
while the role-model and counselor role are psychosocial oriented (Zellers et al. 2008). Table 2.1 shows the 
interrelation between functions and roles. In this study mentoring is used as a more global conception, 
therefore mentoring was not divided into separate parts. 
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Career functions include (Noe, 1988):  
-nomination of the protégé for desirable projects, lateral moves and promotions;  
-providing the protégé with assignments that leads to increased visibility to organizational decision makers and 
 exposure to future opportunities;  
-sharing ideas, providing feedback and suggesting strategies for accomplishing work objectives; 
-providing challenging work assignments; 
-reducing unnecessary risks that might threaten the protégé‟s reputation. 
 
Psychosocial functions include (Noe, 1988): 
-serving as a role model of appropriate attitudes, values and behaviors for the protégé; 
-conveying unconditional positive regard (acceptance and confirmation); 
-provide a forum in which the protégé is encouraged to talk openly about anxiety and fears (counseling); 
-interact with the protégé informally. 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
        Table 2.1: interrelation of mentoring functions and roles (Zellers et al. 2008) 
 
2.1.1.1. Mentoring phases. 
Kram (1985) found that different phases were associated with different development functions, with career 
functions emerging first and psychosocial functions becoming more important in the cultivation phase and both 
functions being less important in later phases (Chao, 1997).  
Kram‟s (1983, 1985) four distinct phases of mentorship.  
 
1. Intitiation phase: the time period when the mentorship forms. 
2. Cultivation phase: the period in which mentorship functions are maximized.  
   The protégé learns from the mentor and the mentor promotes and protects the protégé. 
3. Seperation phase: structural and psychological separation.  
   The functions provided by the mentor decrease and the protégé acts with more  
   independence. 
4. Redefinition phase: terminates a mentorship and the partners evolve the relationship to one  
   of informal contact and mutual support. 
 
 
2.1.1.2. Forms of mentoring. 
Mentoring has traditionally been conceptualized as a hierarchycal relationship (Eby, 1997). Several studies have 
identified various forms of mentoring relationships, such as lateral or peer mentoring, supervisory mentoring, 
team mentoring and mentoring by an external sponsor (Eby, 1997; Allen et al., 2008). 
 
Different forms of workplace mentoring, as also being used within the organizations where this study took place 
are: 
 Formal mentoring refers to organizationally initiated efforts to match mentors and protégés. 
Participation varies across organizations with some companies allowing anyone in the organization to 
assume the role of mentor or protégé and other companies having screening criteria such as job 
performance, nomination by other or job type (Eby, 2005). 
Category of functions  Roles   
Career Sponsor  Guides, protects, opens doors and makes introductions 
 Coach Teaches, challenges and provides feedback 
Psychosocial Role Model Demonstrates behaviors, attitudes and values 
 Counselor Provides support, advice and coping strategies 
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Formal mentor programs are professional development vehicles through which mentees not only 
receive support but also become connected to other networks (Zellers et a. 2008). 
 
 Interteam mentoring is a mentoring relationship that occurs among members of different teams. The 
extent to which members from different teams engage in a mentoring relationship may be related to 
how integrated teams are (Eby, 1997). 
 
 Co-worker mentoring is a form of mentoring which refers to relationships among individuals who are at 
a comparable organizational level in terms of pay, status and job responsibilities (Kram & Isabella, 
1985).  
 
 Cross team mentoring suggests that building relationships with members of other teams (i.e., cross 
team boundary spanning) is very good for the viability and effectiveness of teams (Eby, 1997). 
 
2.1.1.3. Mentoring: outcomes 
Findings confirm that mentoring appears to offer numerous benefits, like some kind of career enhancement 
among mentees. Mentees may also benefit from specific strategies that mentors used in their interactions with 
mentees such as coaching, role modelling, as well as opportunities for involvement in challenging assignments. 
Other benefits for mentees in business included company socialisation, sponsorship and friendship. Studies by 
Scandura (1992), Chao et al (1992) and Orpen (1995) found significant relationships between mentoring 
functions and outcomes. Protégés who experience more career-related support from their mentors generally 
enjoy greater organizational rewards. These results can be interpreted to support the basic tenet that true 
mentorships (i.e., intense work relationships between junior and senior organizational members) are beneficial 
(Chao, 1997). For mentors, rewards associated with mentoring typically stemmed from the establishment of 
networks, increased career satisfaction, improved workplace skills, and personal pride and satisfaction.  
Organisations also benefit from the implementation of mentoring programs. Several studies showed improved 
productivity, contribution or profit by employees and increased retention or attraction of talented employees 
(Hansford et al. 2002). 
In cases where mentoring programs were reported to have negative outcomes, success appeared to have been 
jeopardised by lack of time, lack of training, negative attitudes of others, or poor matching of mentors and 
mentees (Hansford et al. 2002).   
Following Eby et al. 2008 a wide range of outcomes can be related to mentoring, this includes behavioral and 
attitudinal outcomes. Mentoring is often discussed as a means to increase desirable behavior and decrease 
undesirable behavior (Eby et al. 2008). This leads to the following hypothesis: 
 
H1: Mentoring has a positive effect on behavioral outcomes. 
Mentoring can serve as a forum for personal learning (Kram, 1996). Kram (1996) defines personal learning as 
knowledge acquisition, skills or competencies contributing to individual development. Scandura and Lankau 
(2002) believe that mentors may be a unique resource for the types of personal learning required of employees 
in today‟s complex and rapidly changing organizational environment. 
H2: Mentoring has a positive effect on the learning orientation of the individual employee. 
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2.1.2. Coaching. 
 
The nature of human beings in coaching is that of an autonomous, goal oriented individual, able to and 
responsible for creating the meaning and essence of their lives. 
The coach takes a realist position: the truth is in the client to be discovered or uncovered. The client holds the 
answers and the coach asks questions to help the client find these answers (Askeland, 2009).  
The classic definition most coaches use is Timothy Gallwey‟s as cited by Whitmore: 
 
Coaching is unlocking a person’s potential to maximize their own performance. 
It is helping them to learn rather then teaching them (Law, et al, 2007, p 51). 
Coaching characteristics (Law et al, 2007): 
 unlocking people‟s potential to maximise their own performance. 
 Facilitation approach – helping them to learn rather than then teaching them.  
  An instructional approach – directly concerned with the immediate improvement of performance and 
development skills by a form of tutoring or instruction. 
 Enhancing performance in work and personal life domains underpinned by models of coaching 
grounded in established therapeutic approaches. 
Coaching can be distinguished from mentoring since it is used in the service of work performance. Coaching 
makes it possible to take account of this complex tension between the individual dimension on the one hand, 
initially in the service of the person, and the professional dimension on the other hand, initially in the service of 
the organisation and performance (Persson, 2007). The resume produced by Parsloe and Wray (2001) 
emphasises that coaching is resolutely oriented towards performance (see Table 2.2). 
 
             General purpose and goal      Role value and consensus 
Mentor Most often oriented towards an exchange of wisdom, 
support, learning or guidance for a purpose of 
personal, spiritual, career or life growth; sometimes 
used to achieve strategic business goals; content can 
be wide ranging. 
Research basis moderate; anecdotal 
report and personal experience are highly 
supportive and most frequent; high 
agreement on programme principles 
Coach Typically result – performance, success, or goal-
directed – with emphasis on taking action and 
sustaining changes over time; often used to 
improved performance in a specific area; more 
practice than theory driven; relies strongly on 
interpersonal skills. 
Highly practitioner driven; research basis 
minimal; testimonial of clients most 
frequent way to determine value; high 
agreement on principles/practices. 
Table 2.2: comparison of Mentor and Coach (Parsloe and Wray, 2001). 
 
 
2.1.3. Coaching and mentoring compared. 
 
The outcome focus for coaching is often viewed as behavioural skills based. In contrast mentoring is viewed as 
more career oriented. The reality is that there is a strong overlap, with career discussions featuring in coaching 
and skills discussions featuring in mentoring (Passmore, 2007). 
The level of formality can vary between coaching and mentoring, however factors such as the style of the 
coach/mentor and the circumstances of the assignment will also be factors which affect this dimension 
(Passmore, 2007). 
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A way of looking at mentoring and coaching, their similarities and differences is through the use of a series of 
key dimensions, drawn from literature. The dimensions used here are the level of formality, length of contract, 
outcome focus, business knowledge, client, training and supervision. These are summarised in Table 2.3. 
(Passmore, 2007). 
 
According Law et al. (2007), mentoring can be defined as a person development-centred approach, primarily 
embracing career issues, whereas personal development and coaching are more performance-centred. 
Mentoring becomes a long-term relationship, which continues through job changes, while coaching may be 
relatively short-term and linked to a project or performance issue. In practice, coaching may take place in the 
line relationship in specific areas, but coaching is always outside the line with a manager experienced in some 
aspect of improvement who is undertaking supervision. Law et al. (2007) advocate the 
overlapping/interchanging nature of a coaching-mentoring continuum, not only because it is grounded in a 
common psychology of learning, but also, and more importantly, because it is more fluid, flexible and adaptable 
to an individuals changing needs over time to cross context and cultures. 
 
 
 Coaching Mentoring 
Level of formality More formal: contract or ground rules set 
often involving a third party organisational 
client. 
Less formal: agreement most 
typically between two parties. 
Length of contract Shorter term: typically between 4-12 
meetings agreed over 2-12 months. 
Longer term: typically unspecified 
number of meeting with 
relationships often running 3-5 
years. 
Outcome focus More performance focussed More career focussed 
Level of business 
knowledge 
More generalist: typically coaches have a 
strong appreciation of business and 
commercial realities 
More sector knowledge: typically 
mentors have detailed knowledge of 
organization or business sector 
Client Dual client: more typically a dual focus on 
the needs of the individual and the needs of 
the organization 
Single client: more typically a 
single focus on the needs of the 
individual. 
Training More relationship training: typically 
coaches have a background in psychology, 
psychotherapy or human resources or have 
undertaken specialist coaching training. 
More management training: 
typically mentors have a background 
in senior management with limited 
coaching/mentoring training. 
Supervision or support Formal: typically the coach will be in 
supervision. 
Informal: typically the mentor may 
have period discussions or briefings 
from HR if based within an 
organization. 
 
Table 2.3.: Contrasting Coaching & Mentoring (Passmore, 2007). 
 
For this study only elements from mentoring were chosen, because behavioural changes and learning 
orientation are more long term oriented. They establish the right fundament for market orientation (see 
hypothesis 1 and section 2.2). Coaching is more aimed at the short term and is therefore left out of this study. 
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2.2. Which aspects play a role in the performance of market orientation behaviors? 
 
Before determining aspects which play a role in the performance of market oriented behaviors first a description 
of market oriented behavior will be given. Cadogan et al. (2008) identify speed as an element of high quality 
market orientation behavior. The speed with which firms detect and collect information on market changes 
influences their ability to adapt and be responsive. Early information about the emergence of a new market 
segment, the side effects of a new technology or the limitations of a new material becomes a potential 
competitive advantage. Similarly the speed of information transmission within an organization is critical to the 
dissemination process. Managers require market information to be up-to-date in order for it to be useful to 
them. Finally speed of response is important: if information is not used soon after collection, it tends to lose its 
value, opportunities disappear, the ability to influence market declines and problem situations might escalate 
(Cadogan et al. 2008). 
In creating a marketing orientation, the task is to have individuals accept the core value concerning the 
importance of being committed to delivering superior value for customers (Narver, Slater & Tietje, 1998). 
Jaworski and Kohli (1993) state that companies which can adapt when things are going well will be the long-
term winners. They regard the ability to sense and respond to markets as key elements of market orientation. 
In their conceptualization, organizations that are market oriented are better able to respond to negative 
environment jolts.  
 
2.2.1. Conceptualization of Market Orientation. 
 
Conceptualization of an organization‟s market orientation is according to Kohli and Jaworski (1990) seen as the 
implementation of the marketing concept. Market orientation is conceived by Kohli and Jaworski (1990) as an 
organizational process of 3 core activities: 
1. Market intelligence generation 
Market information generation is the acquisition of data concerning the firm‟s market from sources 
external to the firm. 
 
2. Dissemination 
Dissemination refers to the transfer of market information across departments/between individuals to 
those in the firm who require it for decision making purposes. 
 
3. Responsiveness to such intelligence across departments 
Refers to the use of market information to develop and implement plans 
This study adapts the organizational level definition of market orientation provided by Kohli & Jaworski (1990) 
to the individual. The market orientation of individuals reflects the behaviors of employees as they acquire, 
share and respond to market intelligence generation, dissemination and responsiveness.  
Narver and Slater (1990) use a different conceptualization; they define market orientation as organizational 
culture and see organizational culture as a driver of behaviors. Market oriented behaviors do not manifest 
themselves in the organization if the culture lacks commitment to superior value for customers. They propose 
that market orientation comprises three behavioral components that constitute „the activities of market 
information acquisition and dissemination and the coordinated creation of customer value‟: 
1. Customer orientation 
A sufficient understanding of target buyers so that continuous superior value can be created for them. 
 
2. Competitor orientation 
Understanding short-term strengths and weaknesses and long-term capabilities of both current and 
potential competitors. 
 
3. Interfunctional coordination 
The coordinated deployment of company-wide resources for the creation of superior value for 
customers. 
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Narver and Slater are very clear about the definition fo the market orientation phenomenon as organizational 
culture: “Market orientation is the organizational culture that most effectively and efficiently creates the 
behaviors for the creation of superior value for buyers and thus continuous superior performance for the 
business” (Narver and Slater, 1990, p21).  
Whether or not the construct of a market orientation is equivalent to culture (as defined by Narver and Slater, 
1990) or a set of behaviors (as defined by Kohli and Jaworski, 1990) is subject of debate (Deshpandé and 
Farley, 1998; Narver and Slater, 1998; Narver et al. 1998). 
Homburg and Pflesser (2000) distinguish two complementary perspectives on market orientation: behavioral 
and cultural. They conceptualise a market oriented culture as a construct of the following four components:  
1. Organization wide shared values supporting market orientation. 
Market oriented values are important because if employees internalize the shared basic values 
supporting a market orientation, they are more likely to behave in a manner which is consistent with 
the concept of market orientation (Farrell, 2005). For example, organizations sharing the value of an 
open internal communication are more likely to be market oriented because information is being 
disseminated. 
 
2. Organization wide norms for market orientation. 
Norms describe the behavior that members of an organization pressure one another to follow.  
The existence of norms for market orientation is assumed to be a powerful predictor of observable 
market-oriented behaviors in organizations. Norms can be characterized by their prescriptive nature 
for goal-directed behaviors.  
 
3. Perceptible artifacts of market orientation. 
Norms that describe desired behaviors and presumably affect behavior are partly transmitted in an 
organization through artifacts such as stories, language, rituals or objects. The existence of norms is 
fundamental for the development of certain artifacts. Artifacts of market orientation have symbolic 
power they can strengthen the degree of market-oriented behaviors in an organization (Homburg and 
Plfesser, 2000). Market oriented artifacts can strengthen the degree of market oriented behaviors of 
employees (Farrell, 2005). 
 
4. Market oriented behaviors.  
If market-oriented values, norms and artifacts are going to manifest themselves we would expect to 
see this at the level of the individual employee (Farrell, 2005). 
Based upon the preceding discussion, the following hypothesis relates to the link between shared values 
supporting market orientation, the presence of norms for market orientation and market oriented artifacts 
(Farrell, 2005). 
H3: Shared values, organisation wide norms and perceptible artifacts have a positive effect on  
     market oriented behavior.  
  
2.2.2. Empirical Measurement of market orientation. 
 
To measure market orientation several different market orientation scales exist. There is however no consensus 
on which is the better measure (Matsuno et al. 2005).To measure market orientation from behavioral 
perspective Jaworski and Kohli (1993) developed a scale that was later labeled MARKOR by Kohli et al. (1993). 
The measure (MARKOR) of Kohli et al. (1993) has been applied in a number contexts (Harris, 2000).  
Narver and Slater (1998, p235) emphasized the importance of the cultural perspective in comparison to the 
behavioral approach. Narver and Slater‟s (1990) market orientation construct is seen as a composite of a firm‟s 
orientation towards customers, competitors and the firm. To measure these activities Narver and Slater (1990) 
developed a 15-item factor-weighed scale (Langerak, 2003). In fact Narver and Slater operationalize “the 
culture” in terms of behavior to a great extent (Deshpandé and Farley, 1998; Jaworski and Kohli, 1996; Narver 
and Slater, 1998). The cultural stream describes market orientation as a culture that commits the organization 
to the continuous creation of superior value for customers (Deshpandé et al. 1993; Narver and Slater, 1990).  
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This culture creates an environment that maximizes opportunities for learning about markets, for sharing 
information among functions in the organization that allows for common interpretations, and for taking 
coordinated actions (Slater and Narver, 1994). The result is an integrated effort on the part of employees and 
across departments in an organization to create superior value for customers, which in turn, gives rise to 
superior business performance (Langerak, 2003). Despite the attractions of the Narver and Slater (1990) 
measure of market orientation, their construct has been subject to detailed academic criticism and has not been 
widely applied. In fact Narver andSlater operationalize culture in terms of behavior to a great extent. 
Furthermore, defining culture in terms of a particular consequence is circular logic and poses great difficulty in 
empirical investigation, especially with regard to validity (Matsumo et al. 2005).  
Desphandé et al. (1993) developed a customer orientation scale as an element of a broader study which 
included the impacts of corporate culture and organizational innovativeness on firm performance. Finally 
Desphandé and Farley (1998) synthesized a more parsimonious and managerially oriented MORTN scale from 
the three existing scales for use in future applications – especially when market orientation is part of a broader 
study in which interviewing time is short.  
An overview of the MARKOR scale, the Narver and Slater Scale and the MORTN scale can be found in the article 
of Langerak (2003). Deshpandé and Farley (1998) investigated the correlation between the three different 
market orientation scales (Narver and Slater & Kohli and Jaworski) and the Deshpandé et al. (1993) customer 
orientation scale, which were developed more or less independently about the same time. Their analysis 
showed remarkable similarity in terms of reliability and internal and external validity. However an inductive 
analysis led Despandé and Farley (1998) to conclude that market orientation is not a culture as Desphandé and 
Webster (1989) originally suggested but rather a set of behaviors and processes related to the continuous 
assessment of serving customer needs. Santos-Vijande et al. 2005 developed a scale which measures the 3 
core activities of market oriented behaviors as described by Cadogan et al. (2008) and Kohli & Jaworski (1990). 
It is this scale which is used to measure market oriented behaviors on a reflective model in this study. 
 
 
2.2.3. Learning Orientation 
 
The final objective of the market-oriented organization is, to react on the market‟s needs and anticipate them 
with a more satisfactory offer than that of its competitors (Slater, 1996). From this perspective, market 
oriented firms can be seen as learning oriented organizations, which do not need any other type of additional 
orientations to develop such learning (Santos-Vijande, 2005). Farrell (2000) found that top management 
emphasis and value placed on learning oriented behaviors of individuals developed the learning orientation of a 
company. This indicates that organizational learning builds upon the learning agility of individual employees.  
The learning orientation of an individual is referred to as learning agility (Schlosser & MacNaughton, 2007). 
Organizational learning refers to the development of new knowledge or insights in the organization, with the 
potential to influence firm behavior (Olavarrieta & Friedmann, 2008). An organizational learning culture 
manifests itself in a behavioral norm that impacts the development and processing of market information 
(Deshpandé & Webster, 1989). According Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) organizational learning builds upon 
the learning agility of individual employees. Individuals with high learning agility pursue mastery goals and 
share their experiences. The results of a study performed by Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) show a 
significant, albeit moderate relationship between the learning orientation of individuals and their market 
oriented behaviors. This finding is in line with the contentions of previous researchers of organizational market 
orientation. For example: Slater and Narver (1995) suggest that market orientation is the principal cultural 
foundation of the learning organization. Market Orientation reflects a culture that encourages organizational 
learning behaviors, in order to create and maintain profitable relationships with customers. 
In the short run an increase in learning orientation is expected to directly affect the quality and quantity of the 
more explicit market information processing behaviors (information generation and dissemination).  
In the long run an increase in learning orientation is expected to also affect the quality of information 
interpretation and memory functions and to indirectly increase organizational performance through the 
cumulative effect of all market information processing improvements (Sinkula et al. 1997). 
 
Following hypothesis is derived from Schlosser and McNaughton (2007): 
H4: A high learning orientation of an individual has a positive effect on market oriented behavior. 
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2.4. The conceptual model and overview of the hypotheses. 
In general terms the model postulates a causal chain that leads from values supporting market orientation 
through norms for market orientation to market-oriented behaviours. Centrally within the model other elements 
influencing market oriented behaviours are included. Hypothesis 1 is linked to market oriented behaviours, 
whereas in my view the market oriented behaviours are specific behaviours.  
Based on the research objective, postulated in section 1.1., the model presented in figure 2.1 shows significant 
relations to explain the effect of mentoring, learning orientation and shared basic values, norms and artifacts on 
market oriented behaviors.  
 
 
Figure 2.1: The conceptual model with 4 hypotheses explaining the effect of change on market oriented  
            behaviors. 
 
 
The research question as defined in section 1.1. is now rephrased as: 
 
What is the effect of mentoring, shared values, norms, artifacts and learning orientation on the 
performance of market oriented behaviors? 
 
The performance of market oriented behaviors is measured according the conceptualization of Kohli and 
Jaworski (1990) and Cadogan et al. (2008). The quality of market oriented behaviors are, according  
Cadogan et al.(2008), an operationalization of the speed of generation, dissemination and responsiveness. 
The sub questions defined in section 1.1.:  
 
What constitutes mentoring or coaching of individuals? 
Which aspects play a role (in the performance) of market orientation behaviors? 
are answered by literature study and the results are reflected in the final conceptual model.   
Hypothesis: 
H1:  Mentoring has a positive effect on behavioral outcomes. 
H2:  Mentoring has a positive effect on the learning orientation of the individual employee. 
H3:  Shared values, organisation wide norms and perceptible artefacts have a positive effect on  
      market oriented behaviour.  
H4:  A high learning orientation of an individual has a positive effect on market oriented behavior. 
 
H3 
H2 
H4 
H1 
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In section 1.1. was stated that this thesis builds upon the conclusions und directions for further investigation of 
Kennedy et al. (2003), Schlosser & McNaughton (2007): 
 The results of the study of Kennedy et al. (2003) contribute to the theory of customer orientation, they 
cannot assess the generalizability of the contributions without cross-sectional research that assesses 
the relationships between the practices and outcomes which were identified. 
 
 Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) suggest as further research to study the influence of mentoring on 
employee learning orientation and the performance of market orientation behaviors. 
Kennedy et al. (2003) concentrated their research on examining cultural phenomena that occurred at multiple 
levels over time. These elements can be found back in hypothesis 3. Also the determination of the research 
context (chapter 3) is derived from Kennedy et al. (2003).  
The conceptual model presented in figure 2.1 clearly builds upon the suggestions of Schlosser & McNaughton 
(H1, H2 and H4).  
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3.  Methodology. 
3.1. Data collection. 
 
To test the conceptual model presented in section 2.4, a questionnaire was distributed among 3 groups of 
Philips Corporate Technology (see Appendix A1 for a detailed description). 
 MiPlaza / Philips Research. 
 Open Labs / Philips Research 
 Philips Applied Technologies (Apptech). 
The three business groups, MiPlaza, Open Labs and Apptech were selected, based on the criteria of Kennedy et 
al. (2003): partnering organizations were determined that (1) have a strong commitment to a customer 
orientation, (2) were at a relatively rudimentary level of customer orientation, (3) incorporated diverse 
organizational processes, (4) give me wide access to organizational activities, data and personnel. In line with 
Shah et al. (2006), within the selected groups, there is a sense of urgency and a compelling strategic rationale 
for market orientation.  
Although performing the survey within one Philips organization, the entities are really 3 different groups, with 
different management teams (figure A3, Appendix A1). The commonality between the 3 selected entities is the 
fact that they are all high tech service providers, operating in a business to business market. MiPlaza started 
commercial activities in 2006, Apptech in 2003 and OpenLabs in 2009. 
 
A description of the potential respondents: 
All employees within MiPlaza can have customer contacts. It is not centralized within a single sales department. 
Within the 15 departments of MiPlaza a sample was taken among the employees. Within Apptech, customer 
contacts are strictly separated from the technical groups. Around 14 customer relation managers are primarily 
responsible for customer contacts. In Open Labs the employees who have regular customer contacts focus 
within a small group of 12 persons, who are all former high level scientists. This group includes the so-called 
ventures. They are managed by scientists who have a personal interest to grow into the direction of business 
management or entrepreneurship.  
 
3.2. Questionnaire design. 
The questionnaire (Appendix A2) has been derived from relevant literature used in chapter 2 (Santos-Vijande et 
al. 2005, Farrell 2000, Homburg and Pflesser 2000, Ewing et al. 2008 and Noe 1988) and consist of the 
following 4 parts:  
Mentoring. 
Eby et al. 2008 suggest a number of behavioral outcomes for mentoring: Performance (e.g. Business success), 
withdrawal behavior (e.g. Organizational turnover), helping others (e.g. Mentoring others or organizational 
citizenship behavior-role model). Based on the mentioned behavioral outcomes a literature survey has been 
performed which led to 3 behavior related questions. The 3 questions are based on studies from Ewing et al. 
(2008) and Noe (1998). 
The following data gives insight in how coaching/mentoring lives among the employees of Philips Corporate 
Technology who are based at the High Tech Campus in Eindhoven (Source: HRM Philips Corporate Technology). 
 
1. Web Poll on coaching/mentoring, May 10, 2009. 
Did your manager bring up mentoring/coaching during your PPM* discussion and would you like to have a 
mentor?       
 
 
 
 
 
*People Performance Measurement (annual review of employee performance). 
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540 people have voted on this poll. 
 
Was discussed and I would like to have a mentor:   17% (94 votes). 
Was not discussed and I would like to have a mentor:  25% (135 votes) 
Was discussed and I don‟t need a mentor:    18% (95 votes). 
Was not discussed and I don‟t need a mentor:  40% (214 votes). 
 
2. Coaching Action. 
In total 28 managers responded. These managers manage about 680 employees. 
82% (23) of the managers who responded indicated they discussed coaching/mentoring in most of their people 
performance talks. 
28% (191) of the employees indicated they have a coaching/mentoring need. 
Shared values, Norms and Artifacts. 
To investigate the variables Shared Values, Norms and Artifacts a scale developed by Homburg and Pflesser 
(2000) is used. Homburg and Pflesser (2000) draw explicit distinction among values that support market 
orientation, norms for market orientation and artifacts indicating high and low market orientation (see section 
2.1.3). The study from Homburg & Pflesser indicate that artifacts play a crucial role in determining market 
oriented behavior within organizations. Results from their study also indicate that a market oriented culture 
influences financial performance indirectly through market performance and therefore the relevant questions 
are integrated in the questionnaire. 
 
Learning Orientation. 
For the questions related to learning orientation relevant parts from the questionnaire from the study of Farrell 
(2000: Developing a market oriented learning orientation) was used. Farrell (2000) found that market 
orientation is positively related to a learning organization and that a learning orientation has a stronger 
significant effect on business performance than does a market orientation. 
 
Market Oriented Behaviors. 
To measure the performance of market oriented behaviors the quality of market oriented behaviors are, 
according Cadogan et al.(2008), an operationalization of the speed of generation, dissemination and 
responsiveness (see section 2.2 and 2.4) and are measured through the scale developed by Santos-Vijande et 
al. (2005).  
The questionnaire comprises in total 59 questions which are measured on a 5 point Likert scale. More scale 
points provide more options for the respondent and could result 'negative kurtosis' in terms of spread of the 
data. For statistical analysis partial least squares (PLS) is used (see 3.3) and as the first step in the PLS 
algorithm is the standardization of all indicators, then it doesn‟t matter if we have 5, 7, or 10 points Likert scale 
(Prof. Bido, SmartPLS addict, 2011). 
 
3.2.1. Pre-test. 
The questionnaire was discussed with a senior vice president of Philips Research, a technical department head 
and an employee. This resulted in a few remarks for clarification of the questions and better clarifying the 
situation within the part of the Philips organization the potential respondent is working. For the final 
questionnaire which was used, see appendix A2. 
 
3.3. Statistical analysis. 
The conceptual model was estimated by using SPSS 18.0 and SmartPLS (partial least squares), which is a 
structural equation modeling (SEM) technique, to make the calculations. Partial Least Squares (PLS) analysis is 
considered to be the most appropriate technique for this study as it makes no distributional assumptions. From 
the table of measurements in appendix A3 it can be concluded that the data shows deviations from normality.  
PLS is particularly suitable for situations where the parameter-to-sample size is relatively small, see also 
section 4.2. (van Birgelen, Ghijsen & Semeijn, 2005). 
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Structural equation modeling (SEM) does not designate a single statistical technique but instead refers to a 
family of related procedures. SEM-PLS estimates the measurement and structural model sequentially in 2 
stages. First the measurement or outer model is evaluated in terms of reliability and validity and second the 
structural or inner model is assessed (van Birgelen et al. 2005). SEM-PLS uses two types of variables: observed 
(or manifest) and latent. The manifest variables are those for which scores have been collected and are stored 
in a data file. Latent variables in SEM technique correspond to hypothetical constructs and are not directly 
observable. The ability to analyze both observed (manifest) and latent variables distinguishes SEM-PLS from 
the more standard techniques such as analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple regression. With the latter 
two techniques only analysis of observed variables is possible (Kline, 2011).  
 
3.4. Validity and reliability. 
A good score in reliability and validity is essential when using structural equation modeling techniques (Kline, 
2011). Scale reliability refers to the internal consistency of the items that are used to measure a latent 
construct. Reliability is most commonly estimated by using Cronbach‟s coefficient alpha. A higher level of 
Cronbach‟s alpha indicates a higher reliability of the scale.  
Construct validity concerns whether scores measure the hypothetical construct the researcher believes they do. 
Hypothetical constructs are not directly observable (since they are latent) and thus can be measured only 
indirectly through observed scores. One of the necessary conditions to create construct validity is the 
unidimensionality of the used scale. Unidimensionality ensures that each measurement item correlate strongly 
with its assumed theoretical construct. In SEM-PLS this is done by looking at the outer items loadings. Items 
that load higher than 0.5 on their respective construct provide support for a high degree of individual item 
reliability. To further test construct validity, convergent and discriminant validity are used. Convergent validity 
and discriminant validity involve the evaluation of measures against each other, instead of against an external 
standard (Kline, 2011). Statistical measurements which give an indication of convergent- and discriminant 
validity of the latent variables are average variance extracted (AVE >0.5; Dunn et al. 1994; van Birgelen et al. 
2005) and R.Sq. While SmartPLS software is used for analysis purposes, a low R.Sq. (<.30) is critical, because 
it might influence the explanatory strength of SmartPLS in a negative way.  
Another facet of validity is content validity, which concerns whether test items are representative of the 
domains they are supposed to measure (Kline, 2011). Dunn et al. (1994) state that latent variables can only be 
measured if the construct of these variables is defined from literature. In this study, four latent variables are 
present, namely mentoring, learning orientation and shared values-norms & artifacts and market oriented 
behaviors. All latent variables are used to determine its influence on the latent variable market oriented 
behavior of individuals in an organization. Table 3.1. gives an overview of the manifest variables and the 
corresponding questions. 
 
 Manifest variables Nr. of items  
in Qx 
Mentoring ME1 ….ME8 8 
Learning Orientation LO1……LO7 7 
Shared Values, Norms, Artifacts SV1…..SV4 : shared values 
N1……..N11 : norms 
A1……..A4  : artifacts 
R1……..R3  : rituals 
22 
Market Oriented Behaviors IG1…….IG9 : generation 
ID1…… ID7 : speed of dissemination 
RE1…… RE6 : speed of response 
22 
      Table 3.1.: Overview of the latent and manifest variables used in this study. 
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4.  Results. 
4.1. Sample. 
To test the hypotheses from the conceptual model (section 2.4.), the questionnaire from Appendix A2 was 
distributed among 75 persons of Philips Corporate Technologies (Appendix A1). The 75 persons were selected 
with help of the management of the respective groups as well as senior management. The 75 persons 
addressed work in a sales (management) environment (44%) while another part of the respondents work in a 
technological- or research (management) environment but do have regular customer contacts (56%). 
The questionnaire was first sent out on December 12, 2010. Two reminders were sent, one on December 20th 
and another one on January 4th, 2011. In total 52 persons responded (69%), see for the descriptive statistics 
Appendix A3, table 3.1. Mentioned reasons for non-response were: (1) reorganization which was announced in 
October 2010 and became effective per Jan 1st, 2011; (2) too busy; (3) leaving the company; (4) preparing for 
spin-out of a venture; (5) holidays. From these 52 respondents, 58% is working in a sales (management) 
oriented environment and 42% in a technological or research (management) environment. In the analysis the 
two groups (commercial oriented people and technical oriented people) are treated as one, because of the 
limited amount of respondents. A t-test is performed to demonstrate that there is no significant difference 
between the results of both groups. Detailed results of the t-test are shown in Appendix A3, table A3.2. With 
the exception of the questions LO3, SV1, SV2 and IG9 there are is no difference between the two groups. The 
mentioned questions have been removed from the final analysis.  
 
4.2. Sample size.  
 
In section 3.3 it is stated that SEM-PLS is suited for small sample sizes, however according Kline (2011) SEM 
requires large sample sizes. A useful rule of thumb (Kline, 2011) is to look at the relation between sample size 
and model complexity; the so called N:q rule, where N is the number of cases and q is the number of 
parameters that require statistical estimates. An ideal ratio would be 20:1. With 52 cases and 4 hypotheses, 
the N:q ration in this study is 13:1. If the N:q ratio comes below 10:1 , so does the trustworthiness of the 
results (Kline, 2011). The N:q rule is valid when the estimation method maximum likelihood is used, which is 
the case when using the SmartPLS program. With a N:q ration of 13:1, this study meets the minimal 
requirement of the N:q rule to provide trustworthy results, although the ideal ratio of 20:1 could not be met 
due to the limited amount of respondents. 
 
4.3. Descriptive statistics. 
In appendix A3.1 the results of the descriptive statistics are presented. Remarkable results are the mean values 
of the questions N6, N11 (mean 4.06 respectively 4.27) and IG6 and ID2 (mean 1.87 and 2.02). 
Question N6 and N11 are norm related and deal with the social competences of employees and their 
involvement in customers expectations. Question IG6 is related to intelligence generation and question ID2 to 
intelligence dissemination. The respondents are unanimously about the lack of information systems for 
detecting changes in industry as well as about the lack of competitive conditions and future trends. 
Other remarkable scores are the answers on questions ID3 and ID4, which are related to competition inside. 
With a mean score of 2.27 and 2.31 this could indicate there is hardly interest in information about competition. 
Summarizing the respondents they acknowledge feedback about their performance (ME7, mean 3.62), they 
consider learning as a basic value (LO2, mean 3.69) and see learning as an investment (LO3, mean 3.77). 
Furthermore the respondents consider the meeting rooms at work supportive for communication as well as 
attractive (A3 and A4, with mean values 3.67 and 3.92 respectively). Regarding responsiveness the 
respondents use feedback from customers to improve quality (RE1, mean 3.65), they keep promises made to 
customers (RE2, mean 3.75) and are sensitive to customer reactions (RE4 and RE5, means 3.67 and 3.79).  
The remaining results concentrate around 3, with a standard deviation between 0.6 and 1. From the descriptive 
statistics no other conclusions can be drawn mainly due to the limited amount of respondents (52). 
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4.4. Reliability. 
Table 4.1 shows the Cronbach alpha coefficients of each of the 4 manifest variables. Dunn, Seaker and Waller 
(1994) present as a rule of thumb that Cronbach alpha levels higher than 0.70 indicate internal consistency 
among the items of a scale. As can be concluded from table 4.1 three of the four manifest variables have a 
Cronbach alpha greater than 0.7. According to Dunn, Seaker and Waller (1994), the manifest variables 
Mentoring, Shared Basic Values etc., and Market Oriented Behaviors, indicate internal consistency among the 
items of the scale.  
This is not the case for Learning Orientation. To get a best possible Cronbach alpha of 0.636 for learning 
orientation the questions LO5 and LO7 were removed, else Cronbach alpha for learning orientation would be 
0.443. This result is strange as for Learning Orientation questions from the study of Farrell (2000) were used, 
which had a Cronbach alpha of 0.91. A factor analysis is performed to determine the relationship between the 
individual questions which are grouped into mentoring, learning orientation, shared values etc., and market 
oriented behaviors (see appendix 3.3 for the results). 
 
                 
  
  
 
 
 
 
              Table 4.1.: Cronbach alpha coefficients (source: SmartPLS, PLS algorithm Overview). 
 
Factor analysis is here used to check the outcomes of the reliability analysis, to avoid the danger of leaning too 
much on the reliability analysis only. The first step is to look at the inter-item correlation matrices (source SPSS 
V18.0). The relevant correlations are mentioned in first two columns of table 4.2.  
A statistical significant correlation is defined in this study as a value greater than or equal to 0.5.  
The right three columns of table 4.2. show the relevant factor components, related to the individual questions 
and the component name indicating what is really measured. Source for the information are the Total Variance 
Explained and the Rotated Component Matrices (see appendix 3.3). The information was calculated using SPSS 
V18.0. The Total Variance Explained tables are used to determine how many factors emerged from the data. 
Meaningful factors are those who have an Eigenvalue greater than 1. To determine which questions fall into 
each of the factors, the information from the Rotated Component Matrices is used. In this study factor loadings 
which are 0.5 or higher are considered representative.  
Summarizing the results of the factor analysis, the variables Mentoring, Learning Orientation, shared basic 
values etc., and Market Oriented Behaviors (MOB) can be divided into the following factor components (see 
table 4.2.). 
 
Mentoring  : Mentoring conditions & Mentoring. 
Learning Orientation (LO) : Management support for LO; Conditions for LO & Individual LO role 
Shared Basic Values, 
Norms, Artifacts  : Market programs; Customer processes; Reaction from market; Customers ideas 
Market Oriented Behavior: Dealing with customers; Customer intimacy; Environmental changes at customers; 
                            Customer feedback; Reacting on competitors; Dissemination of market information; 
     Knowledge of competitors 
Table 4.2. gives new insight in measuring market oriented behaviors. Based on few respondents (52), a 
possible reason that the concept of market orientation is difficult to measure is that the used concepts influence 
each other (Matsuno et al. 2005).  
Scale Cronbach’s alpha Number of items 
Mentoring 0.748 8 
Learning Orientation 0.636 4 
Shared Values, Norms, artifacts, Rituals 0.811 20 
Market Oriented Behaviors 0.824 21 
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                         Table 4.2: results of the factor analysis (right 2 columns). 
Note: The total scale Shared Basic Values-Norms-Artifacts, could not be rotated due to convergence problems.  
 
 
  
 Factor ( component) 
loads on 
questions 
Factor (component) 
name. 
What is measured? 
Mentoring 1 ME1, ME2, ME3, ME4 Mentoring conditions 
Mentoring 2 ME5, ME6, ME7, ME8 Mentoring 
Learning 
Orientation 1 
LO1 Management support for 
learning orientation 
Learning 
Orientation 2 
LO2, LO4 Conditions for learning 
orientation 
Learning 
Orientation 3 
(LO5), LO6, (LO7) Individual LO role 
Norms 1 N1, N2, N3 Market programs 
Norms 2 N8, N9 Customer processes 
Norms 3 N4, N6, N7 Reaction from market 
Norms 4 N5 Customers ideas 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 1 
RE2, RE3, RE4, RE5 Dealing with customers 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 2 
IG3, IG4, IG7, IG8 Customer intimacy 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 3 
IG9, ID3 Environmental changes at 
customers 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 4 
ID7, RE1 Customer feedback 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 5 
ID6, RE6 Reacting on competitors 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 6 
ID2 Dissemination of market 
information 
Market Oriented 
Behavior 7 
IG1, ID4 Knowledge of competitors 
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4.5. Construct validity. 
4.5.1. Unidimensionality. 
 
Inspection of the individual item loadings presented in Appendix A3.4.1, indicates that not all items load higher 
than 0.5 on their respective construct. Based on the loadings, the scale is not unidimensional. Items that load 
weakly on the hypothesized factors must be removed from the scale, thus resulting in a unidimensional scale. A 
problem that can arise is that content validity might then be lost. Using a scale which is not unidimensional, 
means that items that are reflecting one construct in a scale will offset changes in items in the same scale that 
reflect another construct (Dunn at al. 1994). This results in a reduction of the explanatory power of the 
conceptual model. Reliability, as determined by Cronbach alpha (table 4.1), is of little significance until 
unidimensionality has been established. It is possible to have a reliable scale that measures more than one 
construct (Dunn at al. 1994). The latter is the case in this study. 
 
4.5.2. Convergent- and discriminant validity. 
 
To avoid small groups of questions with even lower Cronbach alphas, further analysis is performed using the 
original scales Mentoring, Learning Orientation, Shared Bascic Values, Norms & Artifacts and Market Oriented 
Behaviors. Table 4.3.a. shows the values of AVE and multi RSq. for the latent variables. Table 4.3.a. shows that 
only Market Oriented Behaviors has an RSq value of greater than 0.3. According the SmartPLS software a low 
R.Sq. is critical, because it might influence the explanatory strength of SmartPLS in a negative way.  
Results from table 4.3.b. indicate there is not an optimal construct validity among the used scales. The scales 
used for Mentoring, Learning Orientation are convergent (variables on the diagonal of table 4.3.b. are greater 
than 0.5 and greater than the values of rows and columns), whereas the scale used for Shared Basic Values, 
Norms, Artifacts shows discrimancy. The diagonal value of Market Oriented Behaviors is lower than the 
correlation value between Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts (0.470 versus 0.745, see table 4.3.b). This 
indicates that the scale used for measuring market oriented behaviors has low discriminant power compared to 
the scale used for measuring shared basic values, norms & artifacts. In other words: the scales used for 
measuring market oriented behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts are overlapping. To determine 
which questions from theses scales correlate, a correlations of the sub variables which are used to measure 
market oriented behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts, is performed in section 4.5.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
                             
                            
 
                               
                             Table 4.3.a. average variance extracted and multi R square. 
         
 AVE √AVE R.Sq 
Mentoring 0,334 0.578 0 
Learning Orientation 0,449 0.670 0,127 
Shared Basic Values, 
Norms, Artifacts 
0,217 0.469 0 
Market Oriented Behaviors 0,221 0.470 0,598 
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Table 4.3.b.: Latent Variable Correlation & on the diagonal the square root of AVE (table 4.3.a). 
 
4.5.3. Correlation analysis MOB and SBVNA. 
 
Appendix A3.5 shows the detailed results of a SPSS (V18.0) correlation analysis (bivariate, Spearman) between 
the individual questions related to measuring Market Oriented Behaviors and the individual questions measuring 
Shard basic values, Norms & Artifacts. The individual questions which correlate with each other (t-value 0.05 or 
0.01, see table A3.5) are marked yellow. Based on the correlation analysis, following questions are removed 
from further analysis: N11; A2; IG2; IG3; IG4; IG6; IG7; IG8; ID5; ID7; RE1; RE2; RE4 and RE5 (see 
Appendix A3.4). The manifest variables used for further analysis are summarized in table 4.4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4.4.: Overview of questions used for analysis. 
In tables 4.5.a,b & c the new values for Cronbach alpha, average variance extracted (AVE), R.sq. and the latent 
variable correlation (see sections 4.4 and 4.5.2). Cronbach alpha for learning orientation went down to 0.567 
and also Cronbach alpha for market oriented behaviors went down below the critical level of 0.7 (Dunn et al., 
1994). On the other hand the unidimensionality of the scales improved and thus there is less overlap between 
the scales used for market oriented behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts. With this best 
possible solution, hypothesis testing is performed. 
 
 
Latent variable correlation Mentoring Learning 
Orientation 
Shared Basic 
Values,  
Norms, Artifacts 
Market 
Oriented 
Behaviors 
Mentoring 0.578    
Learning Orientation 0,357 0.670   
Shared Basic Values, Norms, 
Artifacts 
0.026 0.313 0.469  
Market Oriented Behaviors -0.097 0,257 0.745 0.470 
 Manifest variables Nr. of  
Questions 
Mentoring ME1 ….ME8 8 
Learning Orientation LO1; LO2; LO4; LO6 4 
Shared Values, Norms, Artifacts SV3…..SV4 : shared values 
N1……..N10 : norms 
A1; A3; A4 : artifacts 
R1……..R3  : rituals 
18 
Market Oriented Behaviors IG1; ID4: knowledge of competitors 
ID2: dissemination of market information 
ID3: environmental changes at customers 
ID6; RE6: reacting on competitors 
RE3: dealing with customers 
ID1 & IG5 
9 
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             Table 4.5.a: Cronbach alpha coefficients after correlation analysis between the scales of 
                          shared basic values, norms & artifacts and market oriented behaviors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
              Table 4.5.b: average variance extracted and multi R square, after correlation analysis between  
                            the scales of shared basic values, norms & artifacts and market oriented behaviors. 
  
 
Table 4.5.c.: Latent Variable Correlation & on the diagonal the square root of AVE, after correlation analysis  
              between the scales of shared basic values, norms & artifacts and market oriented behaviors. 
 
Scale Cronbach’s alpha Number of items 
Mentoring 0.748 8 
Learning Orientation 0.576 4 
Shared Values, Norms, artifacts, Rituals 0.787 18 
Market Oriented Behaviors 0.634 9 
Latent variable correlation Mentoring Learning 
Orientation 
Shared Basic 
Values,  
Norms, Artifacts 
Market 
Oriented 
Behaviors 
Mentoring 0.574    
Learning Orientation 0,353 0.694   
Shared Basic Values, Norms, 
Artifacts 
0.026 0.313 0.474  
Market Oriented Behaviors -0.109 0,137 0.535 0.5 
 AVE √AVE R.Sq 
Mentoring 0,329 0.574 0 
Learning Orientation 0,483 0.694 0,125 
Shared Basic Values, 
Norms, Artifacts 
0,225 0.474 0 
Market Oriented Behaviors 0,250 0.5 0,34 
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4.6. Hypothesis Testing. 
Using the SmartPLS program, the PLS algorithm provides the standardized path coefficients, while the 
bootstrap procedure from SmartPLS provides the t-values. Significant levels in SmartPLS 2.0 are defined as 
follows: t-value is greater than 1.96, significant level P is less than 0.05; if the t-values is greater than 2.58, 
the significant level p<0.01 (Ref. SmartPLS V2.0). Table 4.6 shows the path coefficients for the latent variables, 
together with the corresponding t-values. Based on table 4.6. only hypothesis H3 is supported. Both Farrell 
(2005) and Homburg & Pflesser (2000) proved this in their respective studies. Homburg & Pflesser (2000) 
indicate that artifacts play a crucial role in determining market oriented behavior within organizations. The 
results from this study do not comply completely with this particular result of Homburg & Pflesser (2000). 
Looking at the loadings and the t-statistics (Appendix A3.4.2) questions A1, A3 and A4 all have a loading below 
1.96 
 
 
Table 4.6.: Path coefficients in the conceptual model for the latent variables and corresponding t-values. 
 
Based on the low t-value and the negative path coefficient this study shows no significant relation between 
mentoring and market oriented behaviors as well as not between mentoring and learning orientation. The latter 
is an interesting conclusion, while these findings do not support Kram and Hall‟s (1996) assertion that mentors 
are a valuable resource for learning organizations. Literature states that mentors should help employees 
conceptualize their roles in a learning organization. 
The results of this study also do not follow a study performed by Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) which 
showed a significant, albeit moderate relationship between the learning orientation of individuals and their 
market oriented behaviors. Santos-Vijande et al. (2005) reported a positive relation between learning 
orientation and market orientation. They measured learning orientation using as a reference the scale proposed 
by Sinkula et al. (1997).  
  
 Coefficient T-value  Conclusion 
H1: Mentoring -> Market Oriented Behaviors -0.109 0.472  H1 not supported 
H2: Mentoring -> Learning Orientation 0.353 0.968  H2 not supported 
H3: Shared values, norms, artifacts->market oriented  
     behaviors 
0.535 2.817  H3 supported 
H4: learning orientation-> market oriented behaviors 0.137 0.777  H4 not supported 
The effect of mentoring on behavioral change in organization‟s market orientation. 
 
June 16, 2011 Page 30 
 
  
The effect of mentoring on behavioral change in organization‟s market orientation. 
 
June 16, 2011 Page 31 
 
5.  Discussion, conclusion and directions for further research. 
5.1. Discussion & conclusions. 
 
The primary objective of this study was to indentify the effect between mentoring and market oriented behavior 
as phrased in the research question: what is the effect of mentoring, shared values, norms, artifacts and 
learning orientation on the performance of market oriented behaviors? 
 
Only mentoring within the workplace is considered relevant for this study. Zellers et al. (2008) found that many 
authors divide mentoring into four subsidiary roles, sponsor, coach, role model and counselor. The sponsor and 
coach role are career oriented while the role-model and counselor role are psychosocial oriented (Zellers et al. 
2008). In this study mentoring is used as a more global conception. Mentoring was not divided into separate 
parts. Secondly market orientation was conceptualized according Kohli & Jaworski (1990) as an organizational 
process concerning three activities: generation, dissemination and responsiveness. Thirdly, aspects which 
influence market oriented behavior were identified. Following Homburg & Plfesser (2000) the cultural elements 
shared basic values, norms, artifacts influence market oriented behaviors as well as learning orientation (Slater, 
1996) and Santos-Vijande et al. 2005). For measurement of market oriented behaviors, the conceptualization 
of Cadogan et al. (2008) was used.  
 
According Eby et al. (2008) mentoring is used as a means to increase desirable behavior. As a result in the 
conceptual model the relation between mentoring and market oriented behaviors was investigated. Mentoring is 
a learning relationship (Zellers et al. 2008), thus in the conceptual model also the relation between mentoring 
and learning orientation was investigated. This study showed no significant relation between mentoring and 
market oriented behaviors and also no significant relation between mentoring and learning orientation. The 
latter findings do not support Kram and Hall‟s (1996) assertion that mentors are a valuable resource for 
learning organizations. One of the possible reasons for the lack the relation between mentoring and market 
oriented behaviors is how the word mentoring was perceived at the respondents. In an explanatory document 
which came along with the questionnaire the used definition of mentoring (see section2.1.1), was given. 
Haggard, Dougherty, Turban and Wilbanks (2010) identified approximately 40 definitions of mentoring, used in 
empirical literature since 1980. The lack of consistency among industries, across academic disciplines and in the 
popular press continues to be one of the challenges underlying the study of mentoring. How can one 
systematically study which is not consistently defined (Zellers et al. 2008)? Already Kram (1985) recognized in 
her interviews with managers in a corporate setting, that mentor had a wide variety of connotations. Therefore 
Kram (1985) rephrased her inquiry in terms of workplace “developmental relationships” rather than using the 
more subjective terminology of mentoring (Zellers et al. 2008).  
Furthermore in this study there is no distinguish between formal and informal mentoring. However studies on 
the organizational benefits of mentoring stress that optimal effectiveness is achieved when mentoring practices 
are integrated within an organization layer, human resource strategy and are linked to other personnel 
practices, such as professional development training programs (Zellers et al. 2008). 
Farrell (2000) was the first to empirically test the relationship between market- and learning orientation. The 
results of the study of Farrell (2000) suggest that marketing orientation facilitates a learning orientation. Also 
the study of Farrell (2000) found that both a market orientation and a learning orientation have a significant 
positive impact on the performance of an organization. According Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) researchers 
relate market orientation at organizational level to learning orientation. This finding is in line with the findings 
of previous research of organizational market orientation. For example Slater and Narver (1995) noted: 
“However, as important as market orientation and entrepreneurship are, they must be complemented by an 
appropriate climate to produce a learning organization.” A strong learning orientation prompts the employees to 
accept and adopt learning routines introduced by the company. Schlosser & McNaughton identified market-
oriented behaviors (customer contact and learning agility) that organizations can apparently target and train 
employees to perform (more) market oriented. Organizations can potentially stimulate these market oriented 
behaviors across all employees through the process of role modeling by agile learners (learning agility is 
characterized by developing new skills and mastering new situations).  
Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) measured in their study also the effects of a psychological contract. The 
psychological contract explains how role obligations shared by the employee and employer can shape the 
employee‟s market-oriented practices. According Narver and Slater (1990) firm market orientation requires 
internalization of core customer-oriented values by individual employees. A psychological contract represents 
exchanged promises between employee and employer and is a key mechanism in this internalization process.  
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Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) concluded in their study that employers must provide some level of quality 
relationship in order to attract market-oriented behaviors from their employees.  
This finding causes implications for contract workers who may perceive low employer and employee 
commitments and is important as organizations are increasingly outsourcing services through call centers and 
contract work.  
The results reported by Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) showed a significant, albeit moderate relationship 
between the learning orientation of individuals and their market oriented behaviors, which could not be 
reproduced in this study. A study done by Santos-Vijande et al. (2005) found a positive relation between 
learning orientation and market orientation. They measured learning orientation using as a reference the scale 
proposed by Sinkula et al. (1997). The scale develop bij Sinkula et al. (1997) measures learning orientation in 
three dimensions: commitment to learning, open mindedness and shared vision. For this study learning 
orientation measured using the scale of Farrell (2000), which was also based on Sinkula, Baker and Noordewier 
(1997). Main reason for taking the scale which Farrell (2000) used, was that shared vision is not used in the 
measure of Farrell. The questions regarding shared vision look very similar to the questions related to shared 
basic values, which in this study is already a parameter in the cultural elements, as found by Homburg & 
Pflesser, (2000). To reach a high reliability (Cronbach alpa at least 0.7), two questions regarding learning 
orientation had to be omitted from the final questionnaire, which is strange, since the literature shows that the 
questionnaire of Farrell (2000) had a Cronbach alpha of 0.91.  
Santos-Vijande et al. (2005) reported that a market oriented organization can develop generative learning and 
that this is not incompatible with the fact that a learning organization manages to be effectively oriented to 
market; it develops patterns of behavior and a system of values that allow it to offer greater value to the 
market in a sustained way. As Slater and Narver (1995) indicate “learning organizations are guided by a shared 
vision that focuses the energies of organizational members on creating superior value for customers”. 
Santos-Vijande et al. (2005) conclude according Sinkula et al. (1997) that learning orientation can stimulate 
market oriented behavior. In addition, the empirical evidence obtained by Santos-Vijande (2005) suggests that 
learning orientation also stimulates the firm‟s trust and affective commitment to its strategic customers and 
ultimately, the continuity of existing customer relationships. Given the increasing importance of customer 
retention in industrial markets this finding has important implications for practitioners. Learning orientation will 
also contribute to non-economic results such as customer linking capability. 
Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) measured the frequency of customer contact and found that this was the 
strongest antecedent to the performance of market oriented behaviors. They conclude that unless companies 
encourage employees in all areas to understand their customers through frequent interaction, a market 
oriented strategy cannot be pursued. A market orientation strategy will not surpass a marketing orientation 
unless strategy makers in all areas endorse the strategy by providing employees the time to develop informal 
and frequent relationships with customers (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). 
The last relation in the conceptual model which was investigated, is the relation between organizational cultural 
elements and market oriented behaviors. This study confirmed previous research performed by Homburg & 
Pflesser (2000) and Farrell (2000).  
 
For practitioners it is important that organization-wide involvement in market oriented behaviors is fundamental 
to implement or improve market orientation of employees. For example, market oriented intelligence 
generation activities should not be the exclusive responsibility of the marketing departments, but should be a 
concern for the whole organization. Company-wide responsibility for customer information generation activities 
also allows departments other than marketing to understand the purchase motivations of customers, form 
bonds with them, assess their needs and develop new business with them. Organization-wide dissemination of 
information is also critical, allowing the development of a broad appreciation of the information collected (Slater 
and Narver, 1995), resulting in a shared basis for concerted actions by different departments and the 
coordination of people and departments to facilitate the attainment of overall organizational goals (Kohli and 
Jaworski, 1990). Organizations with a market-driven culture focus on market intelligence generation and 
thereby constantly improve and update organizational wide learning values and skills that ultimately create 
more value for customers (Liu et al. 2002). 
Although market orientation is a construct that is difficult to operationalize and measure, the persisting 
challenge for business is that, even if a promoting environment exists, corresponding behavior does not 
necessarily take place (Matsuno et al. 2005). To develop a market orientation strategy, firms must convince 
employees to “buy into” the concept of market orientation (Schlosser & McNaughton, 2007). Adopting a market 
orientation comprises both the institutionalization of market oriented behaviors and processes, as well as the 
changing the organization‟s prevailing system of beliefs and assumptions (Chesbrough and Garman, 2009).   
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5.2. Limitations of this research. 
Based on the selection criteria of Kennedy et al. (2003), three groups within the sector Philips Corporate 
Technologies (see appendix A1) were selected to test the hypotheses. Within these groups 75 persons were 
identified by the management to cooperate with this research. From these 75 persons, 52 responded. Because 
of these small amount of respondents, the final results are influenced in a negative way.  
Main objective of this study was to measure the effect of mentoring on market oriented behavior. The 
respondents were grouped into commercial oriented person (including management) and technical oriented 
personal. From all respondents it was known that they have regular customer contacts. However the 
respondents are working at different levels in the 3 investigated organizations; from senior management 
position to customer relation managers and researcher and/or engineering persons. This study did not take the 
different levels the individuals were working at within the organizations into account, mainly due to the limited 
amount of respondents (52). Table 5.1. shows a grouping of the questions, indicating at which organizational 
level the used questions are referring to. 
               
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
                        
                        Table 5.1.: Grouping of the questions from Appendix A2 to indicate at 
                         which organizational level measurement have been done. 
 
In section 4.4 and 4.5, scale issues are discussed. In the scale which is used to measure Learning Orientation, 
question LO3 has a major influence on Cronbach alpha. However a t-test analysis showed a dependent relation 
between the group of commercial person and technical oriented persons. Thus this question was removed from 
further analysis, taking a decrease in reliability for granted.  
Unidimensionality of the used scales could not be achieved for all four scales. Using a scale which is not 
unidimensional, means that items that are reflecting one construct in a scale will offset changes in items in the 
same scale that reflect another construct (Dunn at al. 1994). This results in a reduction of the explanatory 
power of the conceptual model. Conclusions of this study have to be interpreted with care. The scales used for 
measuring market oriented behaviors and shared basic values, norms & artifacts are overlapping. To eliminate 
the correlation between the questions used for the scale to measure Market Oriented Behaviors and Shared 
Basic Values, Norms & Artifacts a number of questions was removed, after correlation analysis. This resulted in 
a decrease of Cronbach alpha, but an increase in the unidimensionality of the scale. An important lesson 
learned here is to never use existing scales or combine previous used scales without validating them before a 
survey investigation is executed.  
 
A possible mathematical reason for not measuring a relation between learning orientation and market oriented 
behaviors are the low R.Sq. values and running into limitations of SmartPLS 2.0. 
 
 
Grouping of the used  
     Questions 
Organization level (19) ME1..M4 
LO1, LO4 
SV4 
N1..N3; N9..N10 
A1, A3, A4 
IG1, IG5 
ID4, ID6 
Group or department level (8) LO2, LO6 
R2, R3 
ID1, ID2, ID3 
RE3 
Individual (11) ME5..ME8 
SV3 
N4..N8 
R1 
RE6 
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Besides scales issues, the content of the questionnaire should be improved. The objective was to measure at 
individual employee level. The questions as used in Appendix A2 can however be divided into three groups: 
questions regarding the organization the respondent is working in, the group or department the respondent is 
working in and the individual level of the respondent. Table 5.1. shows the grouping of questions.  
 
The group of respondents should be at least greater than or equal to onehundred. Most question address 
organizational level, whereas the individual level should have been targeted more. Future studies should take 
the required organizational levels into account and address the respondents with more appropriate questions.  
This study was performed in three separate groups of the Philips corporation. To obtain better results a broader 
group of companies should be identified. 
 
5.3. Directions for further research. 
One of the main issues of this study is that the relation between learning orientation and market orientation as 
found by Schlosser & McNaughton (2007) and Santos-Vijande (2005) could not be reproduced.  
The limited amount of respondents (52) justify further investigation. Also the questions used need further study 
as Cronbach alpha did not reach the minimum level of 0.7. A wider study among more different companies with 
improved questions is justified.  
According Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) organizational learning builds upon the learning agility of 
individual employees. Individuals with high learning agility pursue mastery goals and share their experiences 
(see section 2.2.3). Learning agility as described by Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) can also be interpreted 
as a personal value. Persons who own this specific value could have an effect on the Learning Orientation of an 
organization. This requires further investigation. 
The study aimed at learning orientation can further be extended with organizational structures that facilitate or 
hinder the development of learning. 
 
In this study, from the mentoring literature only the components behavioral change and learning were included 
in the conceptual model. According Eby et al. (2008) mentoring also leads to attitude changes. This change of 
attitude possibly precedes the change of behavior. Eby et al. (2008) found that mentoring is more strongly 
related to protégé attitudes than to behavior. It may be that attitudes are more amenable to change than are 
outcomes that are more contextually dependent or more influenced by stable person variables. 
The literature study shows that behavioral changes and learning orientation establish the right fundament for 
market orientation. Behavioral changes and learning orientation are more long term oriented, while coaching is 
more aimed at the short term and was therefore left out of this study (see section 2.1.3 ). According to Zellers 
et al. (2008) many authors divide the role of a mentor into four subsidiary roles: sponsor, coach, role model 
and counselor. In this study mentoring is used as a more global conception. Mentoring was not divided into 
separate parts. According Zellers et al. (2008) coaching is part of mentoring. A suggestion for further research 
is to investigate how coaching be regarded as a part of mentoring or can it be used separately over a limited 
amount time (e.g. 6 months)? In this case it is considered useful to look also at several narrative reviews of 
workplace mentoring literature (Eby et al. 2008). 
The new realities of our knowledge based economy show that individuals seek career information and guidance 
from a variety of sources. One mentor is no longer adequate to meet the full complement of another‟s technical 
and personal needs. Dynamic organizational change, increased specialization and innovation prescribe a new 
mentoring paradigm in which mentoring relations are pluralist and reciprocal (Zellers et al. 2008).  
In this study mentoring, learning orientation and shared basic values, norms & artifacts were used to explain 
market oriented behaviors. Already it was concluded that mentoring consists out of four roles (Zellers et al. 
2008) and that learning agility as found by Schlosser and McNaughton (2007) possibly could have an impact on 
the learning orientation of an organization. A study into more influencing factors is recommended.  
Examples for such factors could be group pressure or group influence in which the individual respondent is 
working. This could be an item influencing both learning agility and thus learning orientation as well as market 
oriented behaviors. Also the attitude of group- and senior management could be an influencing factor for 
learning orientation and the performance of market oriented behaviors.  
The results of the factor analysis (section 4.4) gives new insight in measuring market oriented behaviors. Based 
on few respondents (52), a possible reason that the concept of market orientation is difficult to measure is that 
the used concepts influence each other (Matsuno et al. 2005). Based on this information a different combination 
of concepts might need to be chosen.  
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Regarding modeling techniques there is strong evidence from literature that a formative modeling technique is 
the optimal way to conceptualize and measure market orientation. Classical test theory, as used in this study, 
assumes that the latent variable causes scores on the indicators and the indicators reflect the latent variable. 
Formative measurement models assume the opposite causality. The indicators cause the latent variable, such 
that the content of the indicators define the meaning of the latent variable (Cadogan et al. 2008). 
Despite the apparent credibility of the concept of market orientation, literature suffers from inconsistent 
measures (Coltman, Devinney, Midgley and Vennaik, 2008). To measure market orientation several different 
market orientation scales exist. There is however no consensus on which is the better measure (Matsuno et al. 
2005). Deshpandé and Farley (1998) investigated the correlation between the three different market 
orientation scales (Narver and Slater & Kohli and Jaworski) and the Deshpandé et al. (1993) customer 
orientation scale, which were developed more or less independently about the same time. Their analysis 
showed remarkable similarity in terms of reliability and internal and external validity. However an inductive 
analysis led Despandé and Farley (1998) to conclude that market orientation is not a culture as Desphandé and 
Webster (1989) originally suggested but rather a set of behaviors and processes related to the continuous 
assessment of serving customer needs.  
Narver and Slater (1998) strongly opposed the position of Deshpandé and Farley (1998). Narver and Slater 
central rationale is that customer related activities are the manifestation of organizational belief and culture and 
it is the underlying culture that should be defined and measured as market orientation (Matsumo et al. 2005). 
Despite the attractions of the Narver and Slater (1990) measure of market orientation, their construct has been 
subject to detailed academic criticism and has not been widely applied. In fact Narver andSlater operationalize 
culture in terms of behavior to a great extent. Furthermore, defining culture in terms of a particular 
consequence is circular logic and poses great difficulty in empirical investigation, especially with regard to 
validity (Matsumo et al. 2005).  
According to Cadogan et al. (2008) a key reason why current measures of market oriented behaviors fail to 
provide sufficient information on the quality of market oriented behaviors rests on the fact that researchers use 
classical test theory rather than formative measurement models to operationalize market orientation‟s 3 core 
activities: market information generation, dissemination and responsiveness.  
Coltman, Devinney, Midgley and Vennaik (2008) demonstrate in their paper that the measurement model used 
to operationalize market orientation is one cause of the inconsistent results. Based on three theoretical 
considerations, nature of the construct, direction of causality and characteristics of the indicators, Coltman et 
al. (2008) conclude that market orientation is best conceptualized and measured using a formative model. The 
conceptual model used in this study is a reflective model. 
 
This study tends to look at the individual employee. In the social sciences, data structures are often hierarchical 
in the sense that there are variables describing individuals, but individuals also are grouped into larger units, 
whereby each unit consists of a number of individuals (Raudenbusch & Byrk, 2002). Organizational structure 
describes how large numbers of persons are differentiated into smaller groups (Hollenbeck et al. 2002).  
One of the primary advantages of hierarchical linear models is that they allow one to simultaneously investigate 
relationships within a particular hierarchical level, as well as relationships between or across hierarchical levels. 
For this study a selection was made between commercial employees and technical/scientifical employees who 
have regular contacts. The reponse within the two groups was too small to perform a reliable multilevel 
analysis. A comparison between the two identified groups possibly could have led to practical implications to 
improve market oriented behaviors. 
For practitioners it is important to realize that several studies indicate that market oriented behaviors influence 
business performance. Homburg & Pflesser (2000) already concluded that a market oriented culture influences 
financial performance indirectly through market performance. Farrell (2000) identified five dimensions of 
business performance relative to all other competitors in the organization‟s principal served market segment 
over the past year: (a) customer retention; (b) new product success; (c) sales growth; (d) return on 
investment; and (e) overall performance. Several variables were also included as control variables in analyzing 
the effect of a market and learning orientation on business performance. These control variables were: relative 
size; relative cost; ease of entry; supplier power; buyer power; market growth; competitive intensity; market 
turbulence and technological turbulence (Farrell, 2000).  
In his appraisal of market orientation research, Langerak (2003) concluded that the nature of the link between 
organizational market orientation and performance has not yet been adequately explained. This suggest that 
other considerations may shape the success of a market-oriented strategy. Cadogan et al. (2008) suggest to 
clarify the mechanisms by which Market Oriented Behaviors shape business performance. They suggest to 
investigate the interrelationships between business success, generation, dissemination and responsiveness 
quality.  
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At the end the of this study one final remark. In the Introduction it was mentioned that according to Deshpandé 
et al. (2000) customer orientation and market orientation were treated as interchangeable concepts. This is 
also followed in this study and no further literature study has been done on possible difference. For a future 
study it is interesting to investigate if these concepts are really interchangeable. 
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Appendix A1: Profile of the Selected Companies 
Adopting a market orientation comprises both the institutionalization of market oriented behaviors and 
processes, as well as the changing the organization‟s prevailing system of beliefs and assumptions (culture). 
(Chesbrough, 2009). Within the Philips Sector ”Innovation and Emerging Markets” the division “Corporate 
Technologies” comprises the groups Philips Research and Applied Technologies (figure A.3). These groups are 
from origin highly technical oriented. According to Mudders (2007, p164-167), Phase 1 applies to these groups 
(see figure A.1). On the one hand there is a strong tendency to become more process oriented. Working for 
external customers requires e.g. ISO9000 certification as well as a project organization. At the same time these 
groups offer since relative short time services on the external market (outside the Philips environment). Phase 
III (figure A.1) applies thus as well. It is in this phase that market orientation of employees becomes relevant.  
Summarizing the three groups being MiPlaza, Applied Technologies and Research are from origin Phase 1 
organizations and now both moving to Phase 2 and Phase 3 (figure A.1, Mudders, 2007). 
 
 
 
                   Figure A.1: Competence value model (Mudders, 2007) 
 
The main locations of these 3 groups is the High Tech Campus (HTC) in Eindhoven. The HTC evolved out of the 
Philips‟ Natlab facility (currently Philips Research, founded in 1914) which was the embodiment of the cutting 
edge research Philips had been carrying out during the last century. For Philips, an atmosphere of collaboration 
proved to be a critical success factor for many technological breakthroughs. Since 1999, Philips has therefore 
been actively working on the creation of an environment that revolved around this atmosphere of collaboration 
and knowledge sharing.  
If internal ideas are likely to attract interest from valuable outside communities, potentially creating 
breakthrough advances or even changing the game within an industry, then consider establishing open domains 
that either exchange information and ideas or provide shared facilities and services. Philips turned its R&D 
facility into an open campus. Once a cost center and now a profit center, the high tech campus expands the 
company‟s ecosystem and encourages knowledge sharing among tenants (Chesbrough and Garman, 2009). 
In 2009 around 80 (high tech) companies were located at the HTC, employing around 7000 employees with 50 
nationalities.  
Phase I 
Professionals 
 innovative 
 controlling 
Externally aimed Internally aimed 
Phase IV 
entrepreneur 
Phase II 
 Process 
Phase III    
 market 
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6
Leading edge research services
Enabling high-tech organizations to realize their full innovation potential
 
              Figure A.2:  Overview of the High Tech Campus Eindhoven, 2009. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure A.3: Simplified Organogram of the Philips group structure (until Dec. 31st, 2010). The grey blocks are the  
            parts of the organization involved in this study. 
            Note that the structure of the Philips Corporate Technology organization has changed per Jan. 1st,  
            2011. 
  
Healthcare Corporate Technologies
Research
MiPlaza
Open Labs
Scientific groups
AppTech
Lighting
Consumer
Lifestyle
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MiPlaza. 
The groundwork for the facilities that are currently MiPlaza has already been done during the Philips Natlab era. 
MiPlaza is a business unit inside Philips Research which offers research facilities, services and expertise to 
facilitate innovation and create a value network for high tech organizations in the domains of micro- systems 
nano technology, life sciences and electronic systems. Due to MiPlaza‟s history as an internal service 
department, market competences are largely underdeveloped. Only since 2006 the MiPlaza services are offered 
to customers outside the Philips environment. The HTC provides MiPlaza with a central location for serving the 
domestic market, as well as maximally profiting from the regional aggregation around the HTC.  
MiPlaza employs 315 FTE‟s.  
 
Open Labs 
Within Philips Research there are 4 research programs (see figure A.3). Traditionally Philips Research performs 
research for the sectors of Philips, being Healthcare, Lifestyle and Technology (this includes Lighting).In 
September 2009 Philips Research started a new initiative: a research program group named Open Labs was 
formed with the objective to sell research programs to customers outside the Philips environment. 
Open Labs employs 20 FTE‟s.  
 
Applied Technologies (Apptech) 
Key competence for Apptech is a founded structured and disciplined product development. Apptech can solve 
problems at any step in the product development phase, from initial concept to volume manufacturing. 
Where MiPlaza and Open Labs concentrate on research and research prototyping (the R from R&D). 
Apptech employs around 650 FTE‟s divided over 45 disciplines and exists over 40 years.  
 
For MiPlaza a Culture Value Analysis was conducted in November 2007 by TNS/Nipo. Based on 2 workshops 
with the management team, department heads and group leaders, several values have been identified which 
need further strengthening. These values are: customer insight, team spirit, financial awareness and 
commercial sense.  
Customer insight means understanding the customer‟s needs and his/her internal organization better. When 
understanding the clients‟ internal situation better, new opportunities can be identified easier. Customer insight 
also stands for the ability to recognize different types of customers and the ability to adapt behavior 
accordingly. 
Team spirit means that the MiPlaza organization needs to act more homogeneously towards the market and 
that the synergy of knowledge needs to be increased. 
Financial awareness means increasing the business discipline of the employees. They need to become aware of 
the customer investment ratio. Is it worth to invest so much in that particular customer? Employees should 
become more aware of the value they deliver to their customers. 
Commercial sense means that employees need to become more capable in gaining market insights and 
identifying opportunities and act proactively on these opportunities.  
Source for the above information is the report Towards a customer centric culture – MiPlaza’s culture value 
analysis, Z1978, February 2008, by TNS/Nipo consult. 
Note: From January 1st, 2011 Philips Apptech ceased to exist. The entire group has been divided over Philips 
Research and MiPlaza. Research is now better capable of making not only proof of concepts but also more 
product development, thus shortening time to market. MiPlaza was taken out of the research organization and 
together with the high tech services Apptech was providing, a new organization was founded called Philips 
innovation services. With this new organization Philips is better capable of extending its innovative strength. 
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Appendix A2: Questionnaire. 
Instructions: The statements below describe norms that operate in business. Please indicate your extent of 
agreement about how well the statements describe the actual norms in your business. 
Please answer in the context of your strategic business unit (circle or cross 1 number for each line). 
Mentoring (Eby, 2008; Ewing et al. 2008; Noe, 1998) 
Mentoring: Can be a mentor assigned by HRM  
(formal) or a person from your group (informal).  
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
ME1. Management in my part of the organization 
serves as a role model for mentors. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME2. Your group management encourages 
employees to be mentors. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME3. Your group management promotes 
mentoring opportunities. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME4. Your group manager is aware of how 
mentors behave towards protégés. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME5. I try to imitate the work behavior of my 
mentor (role model) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME6. Your mentor gave you assignments that 
present opportunities to learn new skills. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME7. Your mentor gave you feedback regarding 
your performance in your present job. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ME8. Your mentor suggested specific strategies 
for accomplishing work objectives. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
Learning orientation (Farrell, 2000). 
 Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
LO 1. Managers of our group basically agree that 
our organization‟s ability to learn is the key to our 
competitive advantage. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
LO 2. The basic value of your group include 
learning as key to improvement of our 
organization. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
LO 3. The sense within my part of the organization 
is that employee learning is an investment, not an 
expense. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
LO 4. Learning in my part of the organization is 
seen as a key commodity necessary to guarantee 
organizational survival. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
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LO 5. I consider myself as partner in charting the 
direction of the part of the organization I work in. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
LO 6. In my group we are not afraid to reflect 
critically on the shared assumptions we have made 
about our customers. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
LO 7. I realize that the way we perceive the 
marketplace must be continually questioned. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
Shared Basic Values, Norms and Artifacts (Homburg & Pflesser, 2000). 
Shared Basic Values supporting MO Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
SV 1. In my group we have clearly defined “who 
we are”, that is, what our business and our long 
term objectives are. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
SV 2. There is total commitment of the group‟s 
employees to the achievement of these objectives. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
SV 3. The employees see themselves involved in 
the design of the groups‟ future direction. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
SV 4. Senior management shares with all levels its 
view on the company groups‟ future. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
Norms for market orientation Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
N 1. Market performance (e.g. market share, 
customer satisfaction) is measured regularly. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 2. Market performance (e.g. market share, 
customer satisfaction) is controlled regularly. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 3. Generally accepted standardized programs are 
examined regularly to become more effective in 
serving our markets. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 4. Non-bureaucratic solutions are found quickly 
in difficult situations (e.g. in case of customer 
complaints). 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 5. Unconventional ideas, especially if they come 
from a customer, are highly appreciated. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 6. Task related and social competences of 
employees with customer contacts are absolutely 
expected. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
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N 7. The competence of employees with customer 
contact is controlled regularly. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 8. Customer requests are answered at once.    1    2      3  4   5 
N 9. Customer related processes are increased in 
speed continuously. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 10. The speed of customer related processes is 
controlled. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
N 11. A high involvement of the employees for the 
fulfillment of customer needs is expected. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
Artifacts for market orientation 
-arrangements & rituals. 
     
Arrangements for market orientation Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
A1. In our group buildings and the exterior 
complex are styled very clearly so that 
visitors/customers find their ways easily. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
A2. In our group, the customer reception is well 
organized and clearly styled. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
A3. In our group, meeting rooms and offices are 
built in a style that supports communication. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
A4. In our group, attractive meeting and discussion 
areas (e.g. cafeterias) exist where information can 
be exchanged informally. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
Rituals of market orientation Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
R1. In our group, employees who are customer 
oriented in an exemplary way are rewarded 
regularly. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
R2. In our group, we regularly organize events for 
important customers. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
R3. In our group, we receive customers very 
individually (e.g. by specifically trained employees, 
by a written welcome at the reception,…) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
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Market Oriented Behaviors (Santos-Vijande et al.2005). 
Intelligence generation Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
IG1. We know our competitors well; we constantly 
analyze their initiatives. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG2. We carry out frequent studies on our 
customers to know what services they will need in 
the future. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG3. We constantly monitor our level of 
commitment and orientation to serving customer 
needs. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG4. We contact our customers periodically to learn 
their perception as to the quality of our services. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG 5. We regularly gather market data to be used 
directly in our new service development plans. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG 6. Information systems for detecting significant 
changes in the industry are developed by our firm. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG 7. We are able to detect changes in our 
customers‟ preferences rapidly. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG 8. We encourage our customers to make 
comments and even complaints as to our firm‟s 
offer, as that help us better accomplish our work. 
*) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
IG 9. We frequently evaluate the possible effects of 
environmental change on our customers. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
Intelligence dissemination.      
ID 1. Interdepartmental meetings are held for the 
discussion of market tendencies and future 
evolution.  
   1    2      3  4   5 
ID 2. We manage to regularly supply the different 
departments or members of the firm with reports 
about the competitive conditions of the market and 
the future trends. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ID 3. When any functional area identifies 
competitor‟s new initiatives it immediately shares 
the information with all levels of the firm. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ID 4. Management regularly discusses the 
strengths, weaknesses and strategies of the 
competitors. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
ID 5. Information regarding clients and commercial 
success and/or failures is shared among all the 
   1    2      3  4   5 
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functional areas. *) 
ID 6. There is a fluent exchange of opinions 
between the functional areas in order to decide 
how to respond to competitors strategies. 
    
   1 
    
   2 
      
     3 
  
4 
   
5 
ID 7. Customer satisfaction data is regularly made 
know at all levels of the firm. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
Speed of response      
RE 1. We use the feed-back supplied by customers 
to improve quality. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
RE 2. We keep the promises made to our 
customers. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
RE 3. Project progress effort is often reviewed to 
assure its conformity with the customers‟ desires. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
RE 4. Customer complaints are attended to rapidly. 
*)  
   1    2      3  4   5 
RE 5. We are sensitive to how our customers 
evaluate our products and services, so that when 
faced with negative perceptions, any necessary 
modifications are initiated immediately. *) 
   1    2      3  4   5 
RE 6. We endeavor to attain competitive advantage 
based on the understanding of our customer‟s 
needs. 
   1    2      3  4   5 
 
 
*) Questions removed from analysis. 
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Appendix A3: Statistical Results. 
 
Table A3.1: descriptive statistics of the 57 cases and 52 samples (source SPSS V18.0) 
Qx Mean Std. skewness Kurtosis 
Nr.   Dev.     
IG1 2,58 ,871 ,588 -,847 
IG2 2,88 ,832 ,223 -,420 
IG3 2,79 ,723 ,023 -,436 
IG4 3,50 ,939 -,443 -,146 
IG5 2,75 ,837 ,508 -,311 
IG6 1,87 ,687 ,179 -,816 
IG7 2,83 ,810 ,562 -,565 
IG8 3,52 ,896 -,400 -,649 
IG9 2,29 ,750 -,245 -,661 
ID1 2,63 1,067 ,087 -,919 
ID2 2,02 ,779 ,224 -,643 
ID3 2,27 ,795 ,201 -,292 
ID4 2,31 ,729 ,395 ,175 
ID5 2,94 ,895 -,226 -1,039 
ID6 2,69 ,805 ,158 ,576 
ID7 3,17 1,115 -,179 -,591 
RE1 3,65 ,738 -1,777 3,125 
RE2 3,75 ,860 -,444 -,256 
RE3 3,58 ,696 -,286 -,002 
RE4 3,67 ,760 -,200 -,148 
RE5 3,79 ,750 -,209 -,146 
RE6 3,50 ,874 -,091 -,611 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Qx Mean Std. skewness Kurtosis 
Nr.   Dev.     
ME1 2,94 ,850 -,087 -1,169 
ME2 3,29 ,936 -,620 -,222 
ME3 3,02 ,779 -,292 -,588 
ME4 2,96 ,791 -,178 -,761 
ME5 3,13 ,793 -,740 ,345 
ME6 3,48 ,918 -1,127 1,376 
ME7 3,62 ,889 -,538 ,437 
ME8 3,13 ,841 -,058 -,097 
LO1 4,02 ,754 -,889 1,349 
LO2 3,69 ,829 -,433 -,168 
LO3 3,77 ,854 -,510 -,140 
LO4 3,67 ,879 -,735 ,764 
LO6 3,73 ,843 -,467 -,161 
SV1 3,58 1,054 -,733 ,317 
SV2 3,44 ,895 -,332 ,041 
SV3 3,44 ,850 -,212 -,603 
SV4 3,38 ,973 -,458 -,042 
N1 3,31 1,039 -,006 -1,281 
N2 3,10 ,975 ,065 -,914 
N3 2,79 ,800 -,309 -,200 
N4 3,48 ,918 -,653 -,072 
N5 3,67 ,810 -,015 -,494 
N6 4,06 ,608 -1,115 4,172 
N7 2,83 ,810 -,129 -,589 
N8 3,40 ,869 -,158 -,704 
N9 2,92 ,621 ,048 -,304 
N10 2,98 ,779 ,034 -1,332 
N11 4,27 ,660 -,777 1,444 
A1 2,88 ,983 ,239 -,844 
A2 3,10 1,071 ,001 -,643 
A3 3,67 ,879 -,195 -,581 
A4 3,92 ,947 -,852 ,703 
R1 3,06 ,998 -,119 -,979 
R2 3,13 ,971 ,256 -1,059 
R3 3,29 1,054 -,301 -,750 
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Table A3.2. Independent t-test analysis  
 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means 
   
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality 
of Means 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
 
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
 ME1 Equal variances 
assumed 
,019 ,891 1,239 50 ,221 
 
LO4 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,410 ,241 -,061 50 ,952 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,252 47,023 ,217 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,058 36,503 ,954 
ME2 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,909 ,173 -,793 50 ,432 
 
LO5 Equal variances 
assumed 
,113 ,738 ,000 50 1,000 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,812 48,708 ,421 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,000 43,101 1,000 
ME3 Equal variances 
assumed 
,244 ,624 -,206 50 ,838 
 
LO6 Equal variances 
assumed 
,002 ,962 -,305 50 ,762 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,206 45,489 ,838 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,303 44,393 ,763 
ME4 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,095 ,300 -,651 50 ,518 
 
LO7 Equal variances 
assumed 
3,295 ,075 ,242 50 ,809 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,667 48,747 ,508 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,250 49,406 ,803 
ME5 Equal variances 
assumed 
,120 ,730 -,013 50 ,989 
 
SV1 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,327 ,133 2,740 50 ,008 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,013 43,466 ,989 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
2,609 36,360 ,013 
ME6 Equal variances 
assumed 
,171 ,681 -1,048 50 ,300 
 
SV2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,024 ,878 2,553 50 ,014 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-1,052 46,121 ,298 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
2,495 41,265 ,017 
ME7 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,072 ,156 -,458 50 ,649 
 
SV3 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,923 ,172 ,239 50 ,812 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,482 49,973 ,632 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,231 39,425 ,818 
ME8 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,069 ,157 -,344 50 ,733 
 
SV4 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,144 ,290 ,418 50 ,678 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,363 49,876 ,718 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,428 48,665 ,670 
LO1 Equal variances 
assumed 
,037 ,848 -,213 50 ,832 
 
N1 Equal variances 
assumed 
,180 ,673 ,474 50 ,637 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,216 47,467 ,830 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,472 44,584 ,639 
LO2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,007 ,935 ,077 50 ,939 
 
N2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,096 ,758 ,895 50 ,375 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,077 45,346 ,939 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,902 46,594 ,372 
LO3 Equal variances 
assumed 
5,033 ,029 2,768 50 ,008 
 
N3 Equal variances 
assumed 
3,598 ,064 -,227 50 ,821 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
2,669 38,783 ,011 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,216 35,801 ,831 
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 Table A3.2 
(Cont‟d) 
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means       
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
  
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed)   
N4 Equal variances 
assumed 
,005 ,941 ,175 50 ,862 
 
A4 Equal variances 
assumed 
,001 ,974 -,796 50 ,430 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,175 46,122 ,861 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,784 42,937 ,437 
N5 Equal variances 
assumed 
,001 ,975 -,410 50 ,684 
 
R1 Equal variances 
assumed 
,253 ,617 -,483 50 ,631 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,408 44,819 ,685 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,473 41,686 ,639 
N6 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,119 ,152 1,530 50 ,132 
 
R2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,199 ,657 -,877 50 ,385 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,580 49,412 ,120 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,874 44,857 ,387 
N7 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,297 ,136 ,757 50 ,453 
 
R3 Equal variances 
assumed 
5,193 ,027 ,091 50 ,928 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,739 41,173 ,464 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,086 34,961 ,932 
N8 Equal variances 
assumed 
4,819 ,033 -1,339 50 ,186 
 
IG1 Equal variances 
assumed 
3,646 ,062 -1,401 50 ,167 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-1,419 49,769 ,162 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-1,353 38,947 ,184 
N9 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,111 ,297 -,310 50 ,758 
 
IG2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,086 ,771 ,489 50 ,627 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,317 48,470 ,753 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,496 47,494 ,622 
N10 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,355 ,250 ,927 50 ,359 
 
IG3 Equal variances 
assumed 
,050 ,824 -1,031 50 ,308 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,910 42,092 ,368 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,996 39,202 ,325 
N11 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,421 ,239 -,881 50 ,383 
 
IG4 Equal variances 
assumed 
,570 ,454 ,000 50 1,000 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,940 49,349 ,352 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,000 48,802 1,000 
A1 Equal variances 
assumed 
,843 ,363 -,721 50 ,474 
 
IG5 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,045 ,312 1,528 50 ,133 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,733 47,877 ,467 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,604 50,000 ,115 
A2 Equal variances 
assumed 
,134 ,716 -,230 50 ,819 
 
IG6 Equal variances 
assumed 
8,692 ,005 -,390 50 ,698 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,230 45,374 ,819 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,414 49,609 ,681 
A3 Equal variances 
assumed 
,729 ,397 -,061 50 ,952 
 
IG7 Equal variances 
assumed 
,959 ,332 -1,330 50 ,190 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,060 42,270 ,953 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-1,275 37,609 ,210 
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Table A3.2. Independent t-test analysis (cont‟d). 
    
Test for 
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means       
Equality of 
Variances 
t-test for Equality of 
Means 
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
  
  
F Sig. t df 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed)   
IG8 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,093 ,154 -,490 50 ,626 
 
ID7 Equal variances 
assumed 
,370 ,546 ,703 50 ,485 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,506 49,335 ,615 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,694 43,138 ,491 
IG9 Equal variances 
assumed 
,014 ,905 -2,194 50 ,033 
 
RE1 Equal variances 
assumed 
5,923 ,019 1,296 50 ,201 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-2,237 48,177 ,030 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,209 32,720 ,235 
ID1 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,805 ,185 -,271 50 ,788 
 
RE2 Equal variances 
assumed 
6,218 ,016 ,162 50 ,872 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,280 49,404 ,781 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,173 48,989 ,863 
ID2 Equal variances 
assumed 
5,946 ,018 ,151 50 ,881 
 
RE3 Equal variances 
assumed 
,267 ,608 ,277 50 ,783 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,159 49,883 ,874 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,280 47,233 ,781 
ID3 Equal variances 
assumed 
,295 ,590 ,323 50 ,748 
 
RE4 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,064 ,307 ,664 50 ,510 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,322 44,814 ,749 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
,643 39,443 ,524 
ID4 Equal variances 
assumed 
,086 ,771 -,857 50 ,395 
 
RE5 Equal variances 
assumed 
,919 ,342 1,654 50 ,104 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,856 45,188 ,397 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,656 45,603 ,105 
ID5 Equal variances 
assumed 
,961 ,332 1,175 50 ,246 
 
RE6 Equal variances 
assumed 
2,605 ,113 1,292 50 ,202 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,146 40,880 ,259 
 
Equal variances 
not assumed     
1,352 49,982 ,182 
ID6 Equal variances 
assumed 
1,219 ,275 -,613 50 ,543 
        Equal variances 
not assumed     
-,638 49,849 ,526 
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Appendix 3.3: Results after performing factor analysis: rotaled component matrices  
(source: SPSS V18.0). 
 
 
3.3.1. Inter-Item Correlation Matrix: Mentoring 
  ME1 ME2 ME2 ME3 ME5 ME6 ME7 ME8 
ME1 1,000 ,416 ,357 ,463 ,128 ,112 ,126 ,148 
ME2 ,416 1,000 ,637 ,386 -,001 ,292 ,160 ,199 
ME3 ,357 ,637 1,000 ,287 -,004 ,398 ,322 ,265 
ME4 ,463 ,386 ,287 1,000 ,071 ,107 ,090 ,244 
ME5 ,128 -,001 -,004 ,071 1,000 ,286 ,381 ,178 
ME6 ,112 ,292 ,398 ,107 ,286 1,000 ,519 ,448 
ME7 ,126 ,160 ,322 ,090 ,381 ,519 1,000 ,569 
ME8 ,148 ,199 ,265 ,244 ,178 ,448 ,569 1,000 
 
 
 
 
Average Variance Explained: Mentoring 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 
 
 
 
 
Component 1: Mentoring conditions; corresponding questions: ME1, ME2, ME3, ME4 
Component 2: Mentoring; corresponding questions: ME5, ME6, ME7, ME8 
  
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
Conditons 2,970 37,128 37,128 
Mentoring 1,599 19,984 57,112 
3 ,993 12,407 69,519 
4 ,768 9,596 79,116 
5 ,527 6,594 85,709 
6 ,457 5,707 91,417 
7 ,382 4,775 96,191 
8 ,305 3,809 100,000 
Rotated Component Matrixa 
     
Component 
ME-conditions Mentoring 
ME1 ,725 ,026 
 ME2 ,818 ,109 
ME3 ,730 ,279 
ME4 ,696 ,025 
ME5 -,094 ,592 
ME6 ,224 ,748 
ME7 ,104 ,855 
ME8 ,217 ,713 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser 
Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
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3.3.2. Learning Orientation: Inter-Item Correlation 
Matrix 
  
LO1 LO2 LO3 LO4 LO5 LO6 LO7 
LO1 1,000 ,417 ,037 ,453 ,182 ,008 -,007 
LO2 ,417 1,000 ,534 ,585 ,066 ,047 ,170 
LO3 ,037 ,534 1,000 ,446 ,064 ,048 -,014 
LO4 ,453 ,585 ,446 1,000 ,062 ,011 -,042 
LO5 ,182 ,066 ,064 ,062 1,000 ,195 ,183 
LO6 ,008 ,047 ,048 ,011 ,195 1,000 ,061 
LO7 -,007 ,170 -,014 -,042 ,183 ,061 1,000 
Note: LO3, LO5 and LO7 removed from analysis 
 
 
 
 
LO: Average Variance Extracted. 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 2,314 33,055 33,055 
2 1,284 18,340 51,395 
3 1,001 14,295 65,690 
4 ,961 13,723 79,413 
5 ,746 10,651 90,063 
6 ,397 5,672 95,735 
7 ,299 4,265 100,000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
 
 
Component 1: management support; corresponding question: LO1 
Component 2: LO conditions; corresponding questions: LO2, LO4 
Component 3: Individual LO; corresponding questions: LO6.  
Rotated Component Matrixa LO 
 
Component 
1 2 3 
  LO1 ,162 ,915 -,011 
  LO2 ,800 ,329 ,114 
  LO3 ,879 -,166 ,061 
  LO4 ,701 ,484 -,087 
  LO5 -,080 ,371 ,686 
  LO6 ,067 -,090 ,627 
  LO7 ,054 -,062 ,638 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser   
 Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Norms: Average Variance Extracted. 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3,408 30,984 30,984 
2 1,822 16,560 47,544 
3 1,307 11,885 59,429 
4 1,020 9,269 68,698 
5 ,779 7,086 75,784 
6 ,713 6,481 82,265 
7 ,587 5,340 87,605 
8 ,448 4,072 91,677 
9 ,353 3,206 94,883 
10 ,305 2,773 97,655 
11 ,258 2,345 100,000 
Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis 
Component 1: Market programs; N1, N2, N3 
Component 2: Customer processes; N8, N9 
Component 3: Market reactions: N4, N6, N7 
Component 4: Customer ideas: N5 
 
Note: The total scale Shared Basic Values-Norms-Artifacts, could not be rotated due to convergence problems. 
This is in line with the conclusion in paragraph 4.5.  where after a dimensionality check is concluded that this 
scale shows discriminancy. 
N11 removed from analysis 
Norms: Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 
N1 ,782 ,296 -,013 -,020 
N2 ,807 ,174 ,053 -,248 
N3 ,682 -,267 ,300 ,136 
N4 -,049 ,283 ,644 ,384 
N5 -,034 ,125 -,008 ,910 
N6 ,038 ,351 ,798 -,153 
N7 ,455 -,123 ,671 -,087 
N8 ,199 ,730 ,088 ,209 
N9 ,392 ,632 ,245 -,020 
N10 ,492 ,365 ,037 -,525 
N11 -,095 ,770 ,124 -,076 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 16 iterations. 
 
 
3.3.3. Norms: Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
  N1 N2 N3 N4 N5 N6 N7 N8 N9 N10 N11 
N1 1,000 ,628 ,292 -,014 ,005 ,220 ,367 ,272 ,402 ,395 ,191 
N2 ,628 1,000 ,428 ,013 -,183 ,222 ,319 ,138 ,368 ,544 ,142 
N3 ,292 ,428 1,000 ,168 -,048 ,106 ,366 ,069 ,164 ,182 -,113 
N4 -,014 ,013 ,168 1,000 ,321 ,406 ,167 ,219 ,307 ,068 ,235 
N5 ,005 -,183 -,048 ,321 1,000 -,041 -,058 ,163 -,012 -,352 ,058 
N6 ,220 ,222 ,106 ,406 -,041 1,000 ,459 ,289 ,376 ,168 ,352 
N7 ,367 ,319 ,366 ,167 -,058 ,459 1,000 ,129 ,246 ,212 -,021 
N8 ,272 ,138 ,069 ,219 ,163 ,289 ,129 1,000 ,531 ,214 ,388 
N9 ,402 ,368 ,164 ,307 -,012 ,376 ,246 ,531 1,000 ,402 ,290 
N10 ,395 ,544 ,182 ,068 -,352 ,168 ,212 ,214 ,402 1,000 ,201 
N11 ,191 ,142 -,113 ,235 ,058 ,352 -,021 ,388 ,290 ,201 1,000 
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3.3.4. Market Oriented Behaviors: Inter-item correlation matrix (part 1 of 2)  
 IG1 IG2 IG3 IG4 IG5 IG6 IG7 IG8 IG9 
IG1 1,000 ,283 ,135 ,096 ,121 -,064 ,117 ,287 -,050 
IG2 ,283 1,000 ,219 ,426 ,408 -,028 ,261 ,371 -,071 
IG3 ,135 ,219 1,000 ,216 -,057 -,216 ,338 ,294 -,066 
IG4 ,096 ,426 ,216 1,000 -,037 ,076 ,425 ,431 ,097 
IG5 ,121 ,408 -,057 -,037 1,000 ,179 ,022 ,176 -,070 
IG6 -,064 -,028 -,216 ,076 ,179 1,000 -,007 -,043 ,305 
IG7 ,117 ,261 ,338 ,425 ,022 -,007 1,000 ,504 ,213 
IG8 ,287 ,371 ,294 ,431 ,176 -,043 ,504 1,000 ,210 
IG9 -,050 -,071 -,066 ,097 -,070 ,305 ,213 ,210 1,000 
ID1 ,105 ,150 ,050 ,382 ,159 ,172 ,175 ,428 ,281 
ID2 ,128 ,155 -,027 ,094 ,248 ,591 -,088 ,182 ,225 
ID3 -,059 -,011 -,001 ,079 ,015 ,355 ,165 ,185 ,426 
ID4 ,364 ,221 ,052 -,029 ,129 -,072 ,026 ,201 -,022 
ID5 ,069 ,307 ,344 ,268 -,072 -,077 ,338 ,478 ,084 
ID6 ,118 ,385 ,189 ,078 ,291 ,136 ,247 ,307 ,345 
ID7 ,218 ,318 ,071 ,402 -,016 ,159 ,164 ,203 ,033 
RE1 ,103 ,253 ,117 ,339 ,016 -,016 ,324 ,366 ,113 
RE2 ,170 ,068 ,134 ,182 ,157 ,041 ,387 ,324 ,114 
RE3 -,042 ,016 ,169 ,180 ,185 -,039 ,459 ,359 ,201 
RE4 ,083 ,001 ,014 ,179 ,054 -,161 ,129 ,456 ,169 
RE5 ,010 ,117 ,097 ,125 ,289 -,133 ,294 ,312 ,146 
RE6 ,051 ,243 ,109 ,215 ,308 ,016 ,235 ,338 ,015 
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Market Oriented Behaviors: Inter-item correlation matrix (part 2) 
 
 
 
                   Market Oriented Behaviors: Total Variance Explained  
                                 (only factors with Eigenvalue >1) 
 
 
 
 
 ID1 ID2 ID3 ID4 ID5 ID6 ID7 RE1 RE2 RE3 RE4 RE5 RE6 
IG1 ,105 ,128 -,059 ,364 ,069 ,118 ,218 ,103 ,170 -,042 ,083 ,010 ,051 
IG2 ,150 ,155 -,011 ,221 ,307 ,385 ,318 ,253 ,068 ,016 ,001 ,117 ,243 
IG3 ,050 -,027 -,001 ,052 ,344 ,189 ,071 ,117 ,134 ,169 ,014 ,097 ,109 
IG4 ,382 ,094 ,079 -,029 ,268 ,078 ,402 ,339 ,182 ,180 ,179 ,125 ,215 
IG5 ,159 ,248 ,015 ,129 -,072 ,291 -,016 ,016 ,157 ,185 ,054 ,289 ,308 
IG6 ,172 ,591 ,355 -,072 -,077 ,136 ,159 -,016 ,041 -,039 -,161 -,133 ,016 
IG7 ,175 -,088 ,165 ,026 ,338 ,247 ,164 ,324 ,387 ,459 ,129 ,294 ,235 
IG8 ,428 ,182 ,185 ,201 ,478 ,307 ,203 ,366 ,324 ,359 ,456 ,312 ,338 
IG9 ,281 ,225 ,426 -,022 ,084 ,345 ,033 ,113 ,114 ,201 ,169 ,146 ,015 
ID1 1,000 ,362 ,511 ,147 ,286 ,255 ,268 ,135 ,112 ,131 ,188 ,196 ,116 
ID2 ,362 1,000 ,403 ,058 ,086 ,103 ,312 ,080 ,183 -,021 ,011 -,060 -,043 
ID3 ,511 ,403 1,000 ,125 ,408 ,224 ,101 ,296 ,129 ,104 -,014 ,130 ,085 
ID4 ,147 ,058 ,125 1,000 ,118 ,265 ,006 ,202 ,094 -,009 ,008 -,058 ,185 
ID5 ,286 ,086 ,408 ,118 1,000 ,301 ,325 ,474 ,108 ,180 ,174 ,274 ,263 
ID6 ,255 ,103 ,224 ,265 ,301 1,000 ,170 ,114 ,170 ,148 -,039 ,215 ,445 
ID7 ,268 ,312 ,101 ,006 ,325 ,170 1,000 ,455 ,230 -,081 ,207 ,092 ,332 
RE1 ,135 ,080 ,296 ,202 ,474 ,114 ,455 1,000 ,386 ,206 ,354 ,397 ,304 
RE2 ,112 ,183 ,129 ,094 ,108 ,170 ,230 ,386 1,000 ,508 ,352 ,403 ,222 
RE3 ,131 -,021 ,104 -,009 ,180 ,148 -,081 ,206 ,508 1,000 ,475 ,389 ,097 
RE4 ,188 ,011 -,014 ,008 ,174 -,039 ,207 ,354 ,352 ,475 1,000 ,392 ,133 
RE5 ,196 -,060 ,130 -,058 ,274 ,215 ,092 ,397 ,403 ,389 ,392 1,000 ,344 
RE6 ,116 -,043 ,085 ,185 ,263 ,445 ,332 ,304 ,222 ,097 ,133 ,344 1,000 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5,063 23,013 23,013 
2 2,389 10,858 33,871 
3 1,975 8,977 42,848 
4 1,629 7,406 50,254 
5 1,404 6,380 56,633 
6 1,249 5,676 62,309 
7 1,205 5,476 67,785 
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Market Oriented Behaviors: Rotated Component Matrix
a
 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
IG1 ,087 ,174 -,165 ,078 -,020 ,144 ,762 
IG2 -,085 ,494 -,202 ,257 ,478 ,203 ,276 
IG3 -,015 ,683 ,033 -,012 ,031 -,233 ,114 
 IG4 ,128 ,643 -,041 ,432 -,040 ,257 -,092 
IG5 ,228 -,066 -,192 -,172 ,710 ,365 ,141 
IG6 -,105 -,120 ,294 -,008 ,102 ,752 -,185 
IG7 ,351 ,689 ,179 ,042 ,126 -,060 -,081 
IG8 ,434 ,526 ,219 ,196 ,153 ,062 ,305 
IG9 ,195 ,056 ,675 -,118 ,005 ,207 -,118 
ID1 ,133 ,225 ,491 ,182 ,040 ,356 ,183 
ID2 ,015 -,047 ,262 ,132 ,005 ,794 ,169 
ID3 ,013 -,013 ,829 ,163 ,043 ,208 ,029 
ID4 -,029 -,067 ,186 ,022 ,204 -,130 ,792 
ID5 ,042 ,390 ,447 ,491 ,137 -,239 ,097 
ID6 -,032 ,240 ,383 -,029 ,694 ,013 ,148 
ID7 ,033 ,135 -,041 ,802 ,070 ,299 ,048 
RE1 ,372 ,075 ,204 ,694 ,099 -,113 ,102 
RE2 ,706 ,112 ,032 ,114 ,109 ,135 ,093 
RE3 ,763 ,287 ,141 -,222 ,071 -,032 -,094 
RE4 ,767 -,024 ,007 ,252 -,135 -,051 ,101 
RE5 ,620 ,013 ,120 ,189 ,397 -,182 -,138 
RE6 ,136 ,056 ,045 ,387 ,696 -,125 -,018 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
Rotation converged in 14 iterations. 
 
component 1: dealing with customers; corresponding questions: RE2, RE3, RE4, RE5. 
component 2: customer initimacy; corresponding questions IG5, IG4, IG7, IG8 
Component 3: environmental changes at customer; corresponding questions: ID3 
Component 4: Customer feedback; corresponding questions: ID7, RE1 
Component 5: Reaction on competition; corresponding questions: ID6, RE6 
Component 6: Dissemination of market information; corresponding question: ID3 
Component 7: Knowledge of competitor; corresponding questions: IG1; ID4 
IG9: removed from analysis. 
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Appendix 3.4.1: Individual item loadings. 
              Original Sample (O) Standard Error (STERR) T Statistics (|O/STERR|) 
                 ME1 <- Mentoring conditions 0,647 0,214 3,032 
                 ME2 <- Mentoring conditions 0,839 0,238 3,521 
                 ME3 <- Mentoring conditions 0,861 0,259 3,325 
                 ME4 <- Mentoring conditions 0,611 0,209 2,924 
                 ME5 <- Mentoring 0,487 0,256 1,900 
                 ME6 <- Mentoring 0,837 0,208 4,033 
                 ME7 <- Mentoring 0,813 0,225 3,605 
                 ME8 <- Mentoring 0,773 0,213 3,637 
                LO1 <- LO Management Support 1,000 0,000 0,000 
                LO2 <- LO Conditions 0,878 0,285 3,080 
                LO4 <- LO Conditions 0,666 0,206 3,239 
                LO6 <- Individual LO 1,000 0,000 0,000 
                N1 <- Market programs 0,899 0,052 17,301 
                N2 <- Market programs 0,881 0,082 10,715 
                N3 <- Market programs 0,539 0,169 3,195 
                N4 <- Reactions from market 0,634 0,128 4,932 
                N5 <- customer ideas 1,000 0,000 0,000 
                N6 <- Reactions from market 0,863 0,044 19,805 
                N7 <- Reactions from market 0,745 0,104 7,149 
                N8 <- Customer processes 0,816 0,124 6,587 
                N9 <- Customer processes 0,923 0,026 35,891 
N10 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,611 0,147 4,141 
N11 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,459 0,178 2,572 
R1 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,563 0,145 3,879 
R2 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,336 0,149 2,253 
R3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,446 0,137 3,251 
SV3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,280 0,228 1,226 
SV4 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,443 0,177 2,507 
A1 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,544 0,225 2,415 
A2 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,493 0,187 2,638 
A3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,513 0,202 2,536 
A4 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,426 0,213 2,003 
IG1 <- Knowledge of competitors 0,809 0,482 1,679 
IG2 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,638 0,330 1,934 
IG3 <- Customer initimacy 0,484 0,440 1,102 
IG4 <- Customer initimacy 0,761 0,391 1,943 
IG5 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,418 0,312 1,340 
IG6 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,360 0,356 1,011 
IG7 <- Customer initimacy 0,751 0,421 1,784 
IG8 <- Customer initimacy 0,844 0,414 2,036 
ID1 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,681 0,273 2,492 
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     A3.4.1. Individual item loadings  
          (cont‟d) Original Sample (O) Standard Error (STERR) T Statistics (|O/STERR|) 
 ID2 <- Dissemination of market info 1,000 0,000 0,000 
 ID3 <- Cust. environmental changes 0,953 0,343 2,776 
 ID4 <- Knowledge of competitors 0,842 0,514 1,639 
 ID5 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,653 0,380 1,720 
 ID6 <- Reaction on competitors 0,909 0,293 3,107 
 ID7 <- Customer feedback 0,876 0,352 2,485 
 RE1 <- Customer feedback 0,829 0,503 1,649 
 RE2 <- Dealing w. customers 0,733 0,329 2,230 
 RE3 <- Dealing w. customers 0,755 0,367 2,060 
 RE4 <- Dealing w. customers 0,666 0,469 1,421 
 RE5 <- Dealing w. customers 0,817 0,440 1,857 
 RE6 <- Reaction on competitors 0,778 0,408 1,910 
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Appendix 3.4.2: Individual item loadings after correlation analysis between Shared Basic Values, Norms   
                      & Artifacts and Market Oriented Behaviors. 
 
              Original Sample (O)   Standard Error (STERR) T Statistics (|O/STERR|) 
                            ME1 <- Mentoring 0,699 0,327 2,137 
                            ME2 <- Mentoring 0,862 0,356 2,421 
                            ME3 <- Mentoring 0,798 0,293 2,727 
                            ME4 <- Mentoring 0,598 0,308 1,943 
                            ME5 <- Mentoring 0,143 0,410 0,349 
                            ME6 <- Mentoring 0,398 0,399 0,998 
                            ME7 <- Mentoring 0,330 0,418 0,791 
                            ME8 <- Mentoring 0,348 0,359 0,970 
                 LO1 <- Learning Orientation 0,851 0,441 1,930 
                 LO2 <- Learning Orientation 0,781 0,366 2,136 
                 LO4 <- Learning Orientation 0,775 0,378 2,049 
                 LO6 <- Learning Orientation 0,010 0,389 0,025 
 N1 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,683 0,269 2,539 
 N2 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,701 0,292 2,400 
 N3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,444 0,270 1,644 
 N4 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,336 0,237 1,417 
 N5 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts -0,042 0,290 0,143 
 N6 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,600 0,234 2,565 
 N7 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,676 0,275 2,461 
 N8 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,413 0,279 1,482 
 N9 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,700 0,333 2,106 
N10 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,548 0,332 1,652 
R1 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,373 0,277 1,344 
 R2 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,327 0,220 1,488 
 R3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,446 0,260 1,715 
SV3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,239 0,256 0,934 
SV4 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,121 0,279 0,432 
 A1 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,386 0,297 1,300 
 A3 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,516 0,298 1,731 
 A4 <- Shared Basic Values, Norms, Artifacts 0,264 0,325 0,814 
            ID1 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,532 0,255 2,090 
            ID2 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,333 0,306 1,089 
            ID3 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,445 0,298 1,495 
            ID4 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,365 0,295 1,238 
            ID6 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,702 0,295 2,379 
            IG1 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,296 0,314 0,942 
            IG5 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,549 0,300 1,832 
            RE3 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,429 0,254 1,685 
            RE6 <- Market Oriented Behaviors 0,680 0,369 1,842 
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Appendix A3.5: Correlations between Market Oriented Behaviors & Shared  
                Values, Norms, Artifacts.  
Spearman's rho 
IG1 IG2 IG3 IG4 IG5 IG6 IG7 IG8 ID1 ID2 ID3 
SV3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,014 ,297
*
 ,169 -,147 ,164 ,129 -,066 ,055 -,226 ,129 -,026 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,921 ,032 ,230 ,299 ,246 ,362 ,642 ,700 ,107 ,361 ,855 
SV4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,251 -,004 ,216 ,229 -,096 -,112 ,022 -,012 ,069 ,001 ,157 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,073 ,979 ,124 ,103 ,499 ,430 ,880 ,933 ,624 ,996 ,266 
N1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,129 ,435
**
 ,504
**
 ,404
**
 ,194 ,010 ,230 ,270 ,192 ,111 -,009 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,363 ,001 ,000 ,003 ,168 ,943 ,101 ,053 ,174 ,433 ,949 
N2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,010 ,418
**
 ,312
*
 ,416
**
 ,144 ,014 ,305
*
 ,227 ,276
*
 ,054 ,058 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,943 ,002 ,024 ,002 ,309 ,923 ,028 ,106 ,047 ,705 ,681 
N3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,056 ,387
**
 ,003 ,355
**
 ,006 ,291
*
 ,111 -,015 ,029 ,164 ,029 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,695 ,005 ,982 ,010 ,966 ,036 ,435 ,914 ,837 ,246 ,838 
N4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,103 ,122 ,109 ,111 -,204 -,167 ,308
*
 ,306
*
 ,038 -,133 ,160 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,466 ,390 ,440 ,434 ,146 ,235 ,026 ,027 ,788 ,346 ,256 
N5 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,100 ,157 ,027 -,073 -,043 -,143 ,103 ,152 ,018 -,026 ,055 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,480 ,268 ,849 ,606 ,765 ,311 ,469 ,282 ,902 ,853 ,699 
N6 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,215 ,194 ,245 ,131 ,216 -,123 ,260 ,302
*
 ,051 ,052 ,357
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,126 ,169 ,081 ,354 ,124 ,384 ,063 ,029 ,721 ,712 ,009 
N7 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,213 ,301
*
 ,311
*
 ,176 ,466
**
 ,088 ,389
**
 ,328
*
 -,058 ,153 ,087 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,129 ,030 ,025 ,212 ,001 ,535 ,004 ,017 ,681 ,279 ,539 
N8 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,204 ,027 ,169 ,134 -,114 -,115 ,281
*
 ,200 ,131 -,017 ,131 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,147 ,847 ,230 ,344 ,419 ,416 ,043 ,155 ,355 ,902 ,354 
N9 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,151 ,176 ,190 ,287
*
 ,019 ,132 ,334
*
 ,426
**
 ,153 ,295
*
 ,203 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,286 ,213 ,177 ,039 ,892 ,352 ,015 ,002 ,278 ,033 ,149 
N10 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,077 ,155 ,280
*
 ,326
*
 ,025 ,177 ,219 ,301
*
 ,256 ,167 ,401
**
 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,590 ,271 ,044 ,018 ,858 ,208 ,119 ,030 ,066 ,236 ,003 
N11 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,422
**
 ,080 ,208 ,308
*
 -,023 -,344
*
 ,274
*
 ,359
**
 ,293
*
 -,113 -,009 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,002 ,572 ,138 ,027 ,872 ,012 ,049 ,009 ,035 ,426 ,948 
A1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,220 -,057 ,101 ,039 ,208 ,088 ,059 ,216 ,057 ,067 ,037 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,118 ,690 ,474 ,782 ,138 ,536 ,680 ,124 ,688 ,636 ,793 
A2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,302
*
 ,062 ,038 ,065 ,146 ,146 ,258 ,444
**
 ,184 ,235 ,147 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,030 ,662 ,791 ,648 ,301 ,303 ,064 ,001 ,190 ,094 ,299 
A3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,030 ,171 ,174 ,051 ,229 ,108 ,116 ,299
*
 ,129 -,006 -,022 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,834 ,226 ,217 ,720 ,102 ,447 ,414 ,031 ,360 ,968 ,879 
A4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,059 -,033 ,205 ,055 -,226 -,143 ,043 ,152 ,010 -,188 -,144 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,678 ,814 ,144 ,700 ,107 ,313 ,761 ,283 ,946 ,182 ,309 
R1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,001 ,009 ,381
**
 ,072 -,066 -,104 ,222 ,308
*
 -,124 ,109 ,169 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,993 ,948 ,005 ,614 ,642 ,464 ,113 ,027 ,380 ,441 ,231 
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Spearman's rho 
IG1 IG2 IG3 IG4 IG5 IG6 IG7 IG8 ID1 ID2 ID3 
 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Spearman's rho 
ID4 ID5 ID6 ID7 RE1 RE2 RE3 RE4 RE5 RE6 
SV3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,076 ,097 ,224 ,078 -,110 ,032 ,064 -,032 ,023 ,097 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,594 ,496 ,111 ,583 ,439 ,824 ,652 ,820 ,874 ,496 
SV4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,117 ,170 -,163 ,186 ,174 -,045 -,027 -,070 ,111 -,037 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,410 ,230 ,248 ,187 ,217 ,754 ,847 ,623 ,435 ,795 
N1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,041 ,172 ,166 ,357
**
 ,260 ,356
**
 ,210 ,167 ,140 ,304
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,772 ,223 ,241 ,009 ,063 ,010 ,136 ,236 ,321 ,028 
N2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,058 ,362
**
 ,286
*
 ,396
**
 ,246 ,219 ,169 ,109 ,221 ,440
**
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,682 ,008 ,040 ,004 ,078 ,119 ,231 ,443 ,115 ,001 
N3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,064 ,208 ,074 ,456
**
 ,217 -,011 ,030 -,035 ,095 ,218 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,653 ,140 ,603 ,001 ,121 ,936 ,831 ,803 ,505 ,120 
N4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,072 ,275
*
 ,052 ,188 ,259 ,104 ,035 ,203 ,411
**
 ,164 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,610 ,048 ,716 ,182 ,064 ,465 ,804 ,149 ,002 ,244 
N5 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,221 ,129 ,100 -,018 ,049 ,107 -,012 -,014 ,038 ,177 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,116 ,360 ,479 ,900 ,728 ,450 ,934 ,919 ,791 ,210 
N6 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,016 ,349
*
 ,047 ,280
*
 ,430
**
 ,359
**
 ,271 ,260 ,472
**
 ,353
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,909 ,011 ,743 ,045 ,001 ,009 ,052 ,063 ,000 ,010 
N7 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,028 ,138 ,296
*
 ,186 ,423
**
 ,404
**
 ,290
*
 ,082 ,366
**
 ,326
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,846 ,330 ,033 ,188 ,002 ,003 ,037 ,563 ,008 ,018 
N8 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,022 ,000 -,105 ,175 ,299
*
 ,457
**
 ,132 ,322
*
 ,318
*
 ,115 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,875 1,000 ,460 ,213 ,031 ,001 ,350 ,020 ,022 ,416 
N9 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,026 ,228 ,198 ,347
*
 ,298
*
 ,460
**
 ,148 ,392
**
 ,315
*
 ,333
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,857 ,104 ,158 ,012 ,032 ,001 ,296 ,004 ,023 ,016 
N10 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,011 ,468
**
 ,176 ,225 ,428
**
 ,251 ,184 ,140 ,277
*
 ,290
*
 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,940 ,000 ,211 ,109 ,002 ,072 ,191 ,321 ,047 ,037 
N11 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,138 ,253 -,199 ,327
*
 ,262 ,193 ,096 ,412
**
 ,265 ,171 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
,328 ,070 ,157 ,018 ,060 ,171 ,498 ,002 ,057 ,227 
 
R2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,032 ,230 ,182 ,225 -,091 -,064 ,029 ,184 ,184 ,075 -,050 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,822 ,102 ,195 ,109 ,521 ,651 ,840 ,192 ,191 ,596 ,726 
R3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,188 ,339
*
 ,078 ,359
**
 ,097 ,005 ,141 ,342
*
 ,157 ,026 -,163 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,182 ,014 ,582 ,009 ,496 ,971 ,318 ,013 ,267 ,853 ,248 
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Spearman's rho ID4 ID5 ID6 ID7 RE1 RE2 RE3 RE4 RE5 RE6 
A1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,034 -,041 ,032 -,040 ,150 ,016 ,136 ,144 ,052 ,114 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,808 ,771 ,823 ,780 ,289 ,910 ,335 ,307 ,713 ,420 
A2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,120 ,143 ,173 ,017 ,175 ,470
**
 ,361
**
 ,344
*
 ,220 ,181 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,396 ,311 ,220 ,903 ,214 ,000 ,009 ,012 ,117 ,200 
A3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,079 ,158 ,186 ,030 -,031 -,109 ,149 ,220 ,071 ,137 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,578 ,262 ,188 ,833 ,830 ,440 ,291 ,117 ,618 ,334 
A4 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,065 ,201 ,061 ,144 ,094 -,231 -,033 -,007 ,076 ,240 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,649 ,154 ,666 ,309 ,505 ,099 ,819 ,961 ,593 ,087 
R1 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,010 ,293
*
 -,079 -,022 ,408
**
 ,318
*
 ,228 ,247 ,242 -,056 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,942 ,035 ,575 ,878 ,003 ,021 ,105 ,078 ,084 ,695 
R2 Correlation 
Coefficient 
,038 ,068 ,217 ,437
**
 ,273 ,219 ,060 ,372
**
 ,314
*
 -,008 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,788 ,631 ,122 ,001 ,050 ,120 ,671 ,007 ,023 ,955 
R3 Correlation 
Coefficient 
-,100 ,259 ,088 ,349
*
 ,127 ,045 ,114 ,193 ,231 ,170 
Sig. (2-tailed) ,481 ,064 ,533 ,011 ,371 ,751 ,421 ,170 ,100 ,229 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
Based on this correlation analysis, following questions are removed from further analysis: 
N11; A2; IG2; IG3; IG4; IG5; IG6; IG7; IG8; ID5; RE1; RE2; RE4 and RE5. 
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